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each agency, available to all, would be very
helpful to people interested in our progress.

With the very obvious competition for ap-
propriations, I again would like to stress the
importance of each agency concentrating on
its own area of responsibility, thereby mini-
mizing duplication of effort and maximizing
the opportunity for simultaneous action and
progress. This will be an accelerated Public
Works program at its best. We on our com-
mittee are pushing this concept.

I believe your Association should support
Bureau projects where there is clear evidence
that cheap agricultural water is needed;
Corps of Engineers projects when the prin-
ciple purpose is flood control and water
supply; projects of the State of California,
perhaps in cooperation with the Corps or the
Bureau of Reclamation, providing those proj-
ects give suitable local benefits to the project
area and make local water supply avallable.

It becomes increasingly obvious, we must
take further steps to become a part of the
overall planning process. The time for think-
ing in terms of Regional Planning is now.
The overall impact on lands located in some
of the project areas will require our attention.
Land Use Planning must be brought up to
date to coincide with the Reglonal water
plans.

The people and the communities of our
area will be looking for more speclfic answers
to their questions—when, where and how?
When will the project get started, where will
it be located and how much will it cost or
how much can I expect to benefit from this
start. The Bureau of Reclamation has ad-
vised me of their progress in developing con-
cepts of future agricultural crop patterns as
influenced by ample lrrigation water on a
reglonwide basis,

As I've stated before, we will become in-
creasingly dependent upon you for guldance
and direction, so that we are advancing the
projects in keeping with the water policy ob-
jectives of you and the people you represent.

We must, at the earliest possible date start
translating some of these studies and plans
with a positive program of action. We can
and must see concrete results. Part of this is
happening. Needless to say, it is thrilling to
see the “dirt fly" on the Redwood Creek proj-
ect, we have provided the funds for the start
on Corte Madera Creek and we are asking for
a construction start on Dry Creek. Ag I told
the appropriations committee members, it is
vital to keep these projects moving on sched-
ule so as to prevent a future “logjam” in
funding the construction starts.

As we seek all possible means of accelerat-
ing our projects, we might look back on the
years prior to construction of the Oroville
Dam. Every consultant proclaimed the Oro-
ville project could not be justified until 1980,
The Director of Water Resources, administra-
tively, apparently with the backing of the
Governor, went ahead with the project. The
decision to proceed was made in September
of 1960, This has been later referred to as
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the decislon with “the proper mixture of
engineering and guts”,

A most significant fact occurred in later
years—the project was completed to a point
where it performed the flood control pur-
pose—just one week before the 1964 flood hit.

The Director of Water Resources who made
that decision was Harvey Banks,

As we discuss methods of accelerating these
projects, I would like to touch briefly on a
matter that has “bugged” me for a long time,
Having traveled throughout the United States
visiting areas hard hit by similar natural dis-
asters, I concluded that one of the major
problems facing the Congress was the “horse
and buggy"” criterla being used for benefit to
cost ratio justification. I am thoroughly
convinced that it does not recognize the total
picture when considering the economic fac-
tors assoclated with disasters and flood pro-
tective works.

It has become increasingly clear that the
State and the Bureau will not build the
Middle Fork and English Ridge projects re-
spectively unless they actually need the water
in the Sacramento Valley and Southern Cali-
fornia. On the other hand, the North Coast
needs flood control at an early time. We are
looking at two or three possible criteria
changes that might embody the following
principles to allow early project construc-
tion:

1, Payment, in addition to flood control
allocation, for interest and principal on the
allocation to water conservation, during the
period of years before water is used, perhaps,
with a maximum number of years specified.
This payment could be non-reimbursable to
the Federal Government in that when water
is used, the using agency would only pick up
payments to the end of the original period.

2. Payment by the Federal Government for
principal and interest on conservation stor-
age until water is used, with the payout pe-
rlod to begin at the time water s used and
extend for the full period prescribed in pres-
ent law,

3. Payment by the Federal Government for
interest and principal on conservation allo-
catlon until water is used, with these pay-
ments by the Federal Government to be
repaid by water users as a surcharge on future
water rates.

In discussing criteria, there is another
matter that is deserving of more attention—
the consideration for aesthetics. The reten-
tion and enhancement of as much natural
beauty as possible, during the construction
stages of our various projects, would be
serving the public interest and must be given
a higher priority in the future. This is par-
ticularly true when flood control projects are
built through the center of communities such
as Napa and those along the Corte Madera
Creek in Marin. Again, our committee will
be looking for possible incremental additions
in future criteria changes.

Some of these questions might be asked.
How do you value flood control? Where two
major catastrophes have occurred in the past
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ten years, what eriteria should apply toward
timing of the projects? It is very difficult
to establish quantitative criterla without
providing proper value judgment on the mag-
nitude of the risk, Who knows when the 100
year or 1,000 year storm is going to come?
We do know, from the experiences of the last
three years alone, that the frequency of the
storms and floods are on the increase, nation-
wide. I can speak with authority because
I've been to these areas.

In addition to the flood recovery and re-
habilitation costs, the one question that keeps
coming to my mind is the lack of adequate
consideration for increased values in land
and improvements, that can be anticipated,
immediately following the competition of a
flood control or reclamation facility. This
has occurred in every part of the country
where similar projects are now in place. 1
am convinced we can safely expect this trend
to continue.

With this in mind I have asked for answers
to these questions from our committee and
staff, obviously seeking improvements to our
established criteria, techniques and method-
ology for economic evaluation. We are ask-
ing for a similar review by the Bureau of
the Budget. In the coming months, I will be
pursuing this objective to the maximum—if
you agree with me, I hope you join in pre-
senting the point of view and suggestions of
your organization.

Again, the results of these evaluations
should prove helpful as we emphasize the
concept of accelerated development of the
northcoast waters as an interim solution to
the Colorado River problem.

In closing, as some of you know, I just
returned from the World Forestry Congress
in Spain. While our principal mission was
to observe the progress of improved forestry
in other sections of the world, I also asked
our friends in Spain about their progress in
water resource development. Immediately,
they proudly responded by advising that they
have already developed 80% of their hydro-
logical potential. Gentlemen, this is a
country that is supposed to be substantially
behind us in technology and engineering. I
only wish we had 80% of the North Coasts'
hydrological potential already developed.

In attending this world conference, one
could not help but feel that the eyes of the
world are upon us—constantly seeking ideas
and information from a diversified, viable
and wealthy country, recognized as a world
leader. The world is craving for our leader-
ship. The image we create and the example
we set 1s now in the making. In the eyes
of the world, our International purpose will
be judged by our domestic performance.
Somehow, I get the feeling we can and must
do more in accelerating water resource de-
velopment—can any red-blooded American
refuse to accept this challenge?

I stand ready to cooperate with you in every
way possible. Thank you for the privilege
of speaking to this very distinguished group
of water experts.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuespAay, Avcust 2, 1966

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

God is Spirit: and they that worship
Him must worship Him in spirit and in
truth.—John 4:24,

O God of truth and love, without whom
our world drifts into the valley of dark-
ness and despair, let the light of Thy
spirit glow within us as we worship Thee
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this moment. Deliver us from greed and
bitterness, from misunderstanding and
ill will—which are the seeds of conten-
tion and confusion. By the might of Thy
presence and by the strength of Thy
spirit in our hearts make us one in Thee.
With this oneness may we launch out
into an adventurous cooperation among
men which shall be a pattern of life for
our own Nation and for all the nations
of the world.

Underneath all differences of race or
color or creed help us to see human life
struggling to be free and to find satis-
faction on higher levels of daily life. We
believe Thou art showing us the way in

Thy word—help us to walk in it to the
glory of Thy name and for the good of
our fellow man, through Jesus Christ our
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
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House is requested, bills of the House of
the following titles:

H.R. 7327, An act to repeal section 7043 of
title 10, United States Code; and

H.R. 14875. An act to amend section 1035
of title 10, United States Code, and other
laws, to authorize members of the uniformed
services who are on duty outside the United
States or its possessions to deposit their sav-
ings with a uniformed service, and for other
purposes.

CONGRESS SHOULD LAY ASIDE
CIVIL RIGHTS AND MOVE AGAINST
ATRLINES STRIKE

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr.Speaker,Iask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr., ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, re-
jection by airlines workers of the strike
settlement agreement, as reached and
recommended by their leaders and man-
agement, and approved by the President,
is intolerable.

Their irresponsible conduct imperils
the commerce and economy of this coun-
try. Airline terminals are crowded with
would-be passengers vainly seeking space
on nonstruck airlines. The wheels of
business and industry are slowly grind-
ing to a halt, The mail is slow and
stacking up; the same for airfreight.
Millions of dollars are being lost daily to
say nothing of the inconvenience to the
traveling public. A genuine emergency
exists. It demands the immediate at-
tention of the Congress—this week, yes,
even today.

The Congress has been tolerant, Mr.
Speaker—much too much so in my judg-
ment. It has exercised restraint in the
hope that a sense of responsibility among
the workers would take hold and prevail.

We are piddling away our time on a
piece of political legislation—so-called
civil rights—while the Nation is on the
verge of being economically paralyzed.
We are also at war. In order to give our
men in Vietnam the full backing to which
they are entitled, it is essential that every
scheduled flight of every airline be put
in the air on time and without delay.
It is reprehensible that we should tol-
erate anything like this when our men
are dying for us every day in Vietnam.

I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that we lay the
civil rights bill aside, today. If it must
be considered there is yet time during
this session. I also suggest, Mr. Speaker,
that an appropriate emergency resolu-
tion—one that will put the planes back
in the air immediately and for a definite
g:rlod—be considered in this House, to-

y.

And also, Mr. Speaker, I suggest and
urge that the situation points up the fact
that similar strikes in the future could
gd would completely paralyze this Na-

n.

Fortunately, Mr, Speaker, all of the
lines are not being struck. Some planes
are fiying, But just think, Mr. Speaker,
of the dilemma that this Nation would
face if all lines were grounded by strike.
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And such is possible under present law.
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I also suggest
that the administration come forward
and cooperate with the Congress in en-
acting permanent legislation which will
never allow the economy and health of
the people of this Nation to be destroyed
by an all-out strike against all airlines.

REPRESENTATIVE WALTER ROGERS
OF TEXAS TO RETIRE FROM THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the genfleman from
Wyoming?

There was no objection.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I was
surprised yesterday to read of the an-
nouncement of the retirement of one of
the ranking Members of this House, who
will decline nomination for reelection to
this body.

Mr. Speaker, this announcement was
a disappointment to me. The Member is
the second ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-~
merce, the third ranking member of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, and has served as subcommittee
chairman during many, many long and
arduous hours of deliberations during
this 89th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, he has been especially
considerate and helpful to me, and to
many other newer Members. Therefore,
I regret very much the announcement
that Representative WaALTER RoGERs, of
Texas, will be retiring. He understood
the Rocky Mountain States and their
economic problems. He has been a
friend of the State of Wyoming, a friend
and expert on irrigation and reclama-
tion. I convey to the gentleman from
Texas the gratitude of the people of my
State for his interest in their well-being
and for his 16 years of public service to
the people of America.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Rocers] will be missed in the
Rocky Mountain States where he is very
highly regarded. We wish him well in
his new endeavors.

THE TRUTH ABOUT THE AIRLINES
STRIKE

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, with all
the discussion, in and out of the Halls of
Congress, on the airlines strike, I should
like to call attention to several facts
which I believe are not being given too
much consideration, nor publicity.

To classify this strike as a national
emergency is impossible, I think, when
testimony before the Senate committee
on the subject revealed that cargo
shipped by air is only one-tenth of 1 per-
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cent, of the total in this Nation; and the
airlines are utilized by only 6% percent
of our people who travel.

I will admit the cessation of service of
the five airlines has caused inconven-
ience—but that cannot be termed a “na-
tional emergency.”

Another interesting fact is the amount
of hourly wages now being paid the air-
line mechanics. These range from $3.25
to $3.52 per hour.

The mechanics who serve our buslines
and those who service our garbage trucks
receive from $4.50 to $4.75 per hour.

It seems to me the lives of those who
patronize the airlines are just as im-
portant as those who ride the buses and
those who collect our garbage.

Commonsense dictates that to secure
and maintain skilled personnel, adequate
wages must be paid.

The airlines have reported increased
incomes and have received from 16 to
27.7 percent profit on their net income
as percent of their capital. I am in-
clined to think they can afford to pay
living wages.

Many people, Mr. Speaker, do not real-
ize that these negotiations were started
in August 1965—a year ago.

Any settlement that is made should—
I think—be retroactive to the date nego-
tiations started.

EXHIBIT OF NATIONAL AERONAU-
TICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
announce that the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration is sponsoring
an exhibit on the “Challenge of Space”
at the Arts and Industries Buildings at
the Smithsonian Institution. This dis-
play is an extensive one and will be there
from July 29 to September 5. It covers
the activities of NASA with historical
perspective and direction of the future,
and I urge those of you who can to visit
this exhibit.

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS
TRAGEDY

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, an-
other American tragedy has occurred
with the mass murder of innocent men
and women, a bizarre event which
shocked the Nation yesterday.

All details of this shocking episode are
not in, but we do know that there are
basic facts underlying the terrible shoot-
ings by a man equipped with a 6.1 mil-
limeter rifle with a telescopic sight, a
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35 caliber rifle, a carbine, a 12-gage
shotgun, a 357-magnum pistol, a 9-mil-
limeter Luger, and another gun. The
facts are that we do not have adequate
local, State, and Federal laws to prevent
criminals, psychopaths, and thrill-bent
juveniles from buying, owning, and using
firearms.

The rifle that killed President Ken-
nedy is the most infamous of the fire-
arms that have fallen into misguided
hands because of the lack of preventive
legislation on the books.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the appropriate
committees in the House to begin hear-
ings immediately on national firearms
legislation and to report out a bill which
will serve the general public and help to
stop another occurrence like that which
took place yesterday. I have written the
House Ways and Means and Judiciary
Committees, where firearm legislation is
now pending, of my concern and interest
in seeing that speedy and appropriate
action take place.

DEFINITION OF “AT RANDOM"

Mr. WHITENER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent o address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday, title I of the so-called Civil Rights
Act of 1966 was approved in the Commit-
tee of the Whole House. In that title
we find that jurors shall be selected “at
random.”

A few moments ago I was interested
in looking at the Webster’s Third Inter-
national Unabridged Dictionary in the
House Floor Library to find the definition
of “random,” and I think it characterizes
title I of this bill. The dictionary says
that “random” means “to run, get, or
gather; haphazard course, chance prog-
ress, without definite aim, direction, rule,
or method; with no specific goal or pur-
pose in view; without restraint or atten-
tion at liberty.”

So I think this definition from Web-
ster’s, as well as the one from the Oxford
Universal Dictionary, characterizes this
entire legislation.

Oxford Universal says, “to run fast,
gallop; impetuosity, great speed, force,
or violence, impetuous rush, a rapid
headlong course.”

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal-
endar day. The Clerk will call the first
individual bill on the Private Calendar.

PEDRO IRIZARRY GUIDO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2914)
for the relief of Pedro Irizarry Guido.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
to the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?
There was no objection.

DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF
THE INTERIOR TO ADJUDICATE A
CLAIM TO CERTAIN LAND IN
MARENGO COUNTY, ALA.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4841),
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
adjudicate a claim to certain land in
Marengo County, Ala.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
to the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF
THE INTERIOR TO CONVEY CER-
TAIN LANDS IN BOULDER COUNTY,
COLO., TO W. F. STOVER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4861)
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
convey certain lands in Boulder County,
Colo., to W. F. Stover.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
to the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

COMPENSATION FOR CANCELLA-
TION OF GRAZING PERMITS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1375) pro-
viding a method for determining the
amount of compensation to which cer-
tain individuals are entitled as reim-
bursement for damages sustained by
them due to the cancellation of their
grazing permits by the U.S. Air Force.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

FRED E. STARR

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1088) for
the relief of Fred E. Starr.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr, McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

GLENN D. HUMES

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1328)
for the relief of Glenn D. Humes.
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There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill, as follows:
HR. 1328

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Glenn
D. Humes (lleutenant, United States Navy,
retired), of Altamonte Springs, Florida, is
hereby relieved of liability to refund to the
United States the sum of $5,604.95, represent-
ing the amount of compensation received by
him in his employment as a temporary rural
carrrier at the United States post office, Mait-
land, Florida, from October 29, 1960, to No-
vember 24, 1961, in violation of section 2 of
the Act of July 31, 1804, as amended (5
U.8.C. 62), prohiblting the holding of clvilian
offices by certain retired individuals. In the
audit and settlement of accounts of any
certifying or disbursing officer of the United
States, full credit shall be given for the
amount for which liability is relleved by this
Act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to Glenn D. Humes, an amount equal
to the aggregrate of the amounts pald by
him, or withheld from sums otherwise due
him, in complete or partial satisfaction of the
claim of the United States for refund of the
amount specified in the first section of this
Act. No part of the amount appropriated in
this Act In excess of 10 per centum thereof
shall be paid or delivered to or received by
any agent or attorney on account of serv-
ices rendered in connection with this claim,
and the same shall be unlawful, any contract
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per-
son violating the provisions of this Act shall
be deemed gullty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any
sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 6, strike “$5,504.95”" and insert
*$5,708.71".

Page 2, lines 12 and 13, strike “in excess of
10 per centum thereof".

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

MRS. RAISLA STEIN AND HER TWO
MINOR CHILDREN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1945)
for the relief of Mrs. Raisla Stein and
her two minor children.

The SPEAKER. It there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

ARLINE AND MAURICE LOADER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2016)
for the relief of Arline and Maurice
Loader.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. McCEWEN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

DEMETRIOS KONSTANTINOS GEOR-
GARAS (ALSO ENOWN AS JAMES
K. GEORGARAS)

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 2146)
for the relif of Demetrios Konstantinos
Georgaras (also known as James K.
Georgaras).

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

Th SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

MRS. MELBA B. PERKINS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3275)
to confer jurisdiction on the U.S. Court
of Claims to hear, determine, and ren-
der judgment on the claim of Mrs. Mel-
ba B. Perkins against the United States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

SOLOMON S. LEVADI

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3557),
conferring jurisdiction upon the U.S.
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of Solo-
mon S. Levadi.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 3557

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That, notwith-
standing any statute of limitations pertain-
ing to suits against the United States, or any
lapse of time, or bars of laches or any prior
judgment of the United States Court of
Claims, jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon any clalm of Solomon
B. Levad! arising out of his service with the
United States Armed Forces from the years
1542 to 19486.

Sec. 2, Suit upon such claim may be in-
stituted at any time within one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act. Noth-
ing in this Act shall be construed as an
inference of liability on the part of the
United States. Except as otherwise pro-
vided herein, proceedings for the determina-
tion of such claim, and review and payment
of any judgment or judgments thereon shall
be had in the same manner as in the case
of claims over which such court has juris-
diction under section 1491 of title 28 of the
United States Code.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

JEAN A, QUAINTANCE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4077)
for the relief of Jean A. Quaintance.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 4077

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Jean A.
Quaintance of Tacoma, Washington, is here-
by relieved of all lability for repayment to
the United States of the sum of $3,275.09,
representing the amount of overpayments of
salary in the years 1958 through 1963, be-
cause of administrative error. In the audit
and settlement of the accounts of any cer-
tifying or disbursing officer of the United
States, credit shall be given for any amount
for which llability is relieved by this Act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
hereby authorized and directed to pay, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, to the sald Jean A. Quaintance
an amount equal to the aggregate of the
amounts paid by her, or withheld from sums
otherwise due her, in complete or partial
satisfaction of the liabllity to the United
States referred to in section 1 of this Act.
No part of the amount appropriated in this
Act in excess of 10 per centum thereof shall
be pald or delivered to or received by any
agent or attorney on account of services ren-
dered in connection with this claim, and the
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio-
lating the provisions of this Act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 5, strike *“$3,275.09" and in-
sert “'$3,255.94",

Page 1, line 7, strike “in the years 1958
through 1963" and insert “for the period Au-
gust 7, 1958, to December 7, 1961, and Sep-
tember 10, 1962, through March 30, 1963,".

Page 2, line 7, strike "in excess of 10 per
centum thereof".

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ROBERT L. MILLER AND MILDRED
M. MILLER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4457)
for the relief of Robert L. Miller and
Mildred M. Miller.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr., TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

BRANKA MARDESSICH AND SONIA S.
SILVANI

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4582)
for the relief of Branka Mardessich and
Sonia 8. Silvani.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?
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Mr. GROSS and Mr. TALCOTT ob-
jected, and, under the rule, the bill was
recommitted to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

ESTATES OF CERTAIN FORMER
MEMBERS OF THE US. NAVY
BAND

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5912)
for the relief of the estates of certain
former members of the U.S. Navy Band.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 5912

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the
sum of 825,000 to each of the estates of the
following named former members of the
United States Navy Band:

William Frederick Albrecht;

Elmer Leroy Armiger;

Henry Bein;

Milton George Bergey;

Robert Lisle Clark;

Anthony Mathew D'Amico;

Albert John Desiderio, Junior;

Reyes Soto Gaglio, Junior;

Richard David Harl;

Gerald Richard Meier;

Raymond Hector Micallef;

James Alan Mohs;

Walter Michel Penland;

Earl Weston Richey,

Jerome Rosenthal;

Vincent Peter Tramontana;

Roger Bruce Wilklow;

Jefferson Bruce Young;

each sum to be paid as equitable relief in
connection with the death of each such for-
mer member in the plane crash which oc-
curred during a flight from Buenos Aires,
Argentina, to Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, on Feb~
ruary 25, 1960.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1: Strike lines 3 through 7, and insert
the following:

“That the Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to the estate of each of the former
members of the United States Navy Band
named below, the sum of $26,000, represent-
ing the amount found by the United States
Court of Claims (congressional numbered 11-
60, decided December 11, 1964), pursuant to
H. Res. 585, Eighty-sixth Congress, to be
equitably due each such estate. The pay-
ment of such amount shall be in full settle-
ment of all claims against the United States
of the estates of the following named former
members of the United States Navy Band:".

Page 2, line 18: After "“February 25, 1960.",
add the following:

“No part of the amount appropriated in
this Act in excess of 20 percentum thereof
ghall be paid or delivered to or received by
any agent or attorney on account of services
rendered in connection with this claim, and
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to
the contrary notwithstanding., Any person
violating the provislons of this Act shall be
deemed gullty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
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time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ESTATE OF MAJ. JOHN W, ROY, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6035)
for the relief of the estate of Maj. John
W. Roy, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 6035

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
estate of the late Major John W. Roy (Army
serial number 0O201008) is relieved of liabil-
ity to the United States of all amounts er-
roneously paid to him as retired pay for the
period from September 1, 1850, through Oc-
tober 31, 1858, through administrative error
of the Department of the Army. In the
audit and settlement of the accounts of any
certifylng or disbursing officer of the United
States, credit shall be given for amounts for
which liability is relieved by this section.

BEc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
hereby authorized and directed to pay, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to the widow of the said late
Major John W. Roy an amount equal to the
aggregate of the amounts pald by him, his
widow, or his estate, or withheld from sums
otherwise due any of them, in complete or
partial satisfaction of the liability to the
United States specified in the first section
of this Act. No part of the amount appro-
priated in this Act in excess of 10 per cen-
tum thereof shall be paid or delivered to or
recelved by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person viclating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in
any sum not exceeding $1,000.

Sec.3. The widow of the said late Major
John W. Roy is hereby granted all the rights,
benefits, and privileges to which she would
have been entitled had the sald late Major
John W. Roy been correctly retired by rea-
son of age and completion of twenty years'
service from the Army of the United States
on August 31, 1950, pursuant to the provi-
slons of title ITT of the Act of June 29, 1948
(62 Stat. 1087-1091) .

With the following committee amend-
ment:
On page 2, strike llnes 17 through 24.

hoThe committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ROBERT A, HARWELL

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6039)
for the relief of Robert A. Harwell.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

GILMOUR C. MacDONALD, COLONEL,
U.S. AIR FORCE (RETIRED)

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7546)
for the relief of Gilmour C. MacDonald,
colonel, U.S. Air Force (retired).
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, T ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

JOHN T. ENIGHT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8694)
‘conferring jurisdiction upon the U.S.
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of John
T. Knight.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

MR. AND MRS. HOWARD H.
ADELBERGER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8727)
for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Howard H.
Adelberger.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

INDIAN CLAIMS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11312)
relating to certain Indian claims.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 11312

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United Siates of
America in Congress assembled, That the
United States Court of Claims shall have
jurisdiction to hear, determine, and render
judgment on the Indian claims described in
section 2. The plaintiffs in the case of Jessie
Short, et al. against United States (United
States Court of Claims, docket numbered
102-63) may institute suit upon such claims
at any time within the one-year period which
begins on the date of enactment of this Act.
Proceedings for the determination of such
claims, appeals therefrom, and payment of
any judgment thereon, shall be in the same
manner as in cases over which the Court of
Claims has jurisdiction pursuant to section
1505 of title 28 of the United States Code.

Sec. 2. The claims referred to in the first
section are the claims against the United
States which were dismissed by the Court
of Claims on April 24, 1964, in such case of
Jessle Short, et al. against United States.

Sec. 3. In the sult brought under the first
gection of this Act, the court shall have the
authority to notify the Hoopa Valley Tribe
to appear as a party in such suit and assert
ita Interest in the subject matter,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and
insert the following:

“That notwithstanding laches or any stat-
ute of limitations, jurisdiction is hereby con-
fered upon the United States Court of
Claims to hear, determine, and render judg-
ment upon the claims of any person de-
scribed in Sec. 2 of this Act against the
United States based upon that individual's
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right to share the Income derived from re-
sources of unallotted land within the Hoopa
Valley Indian Reservation in California as
defined by the Executive Order of October 186,
1891, No action taken by the court inci-
dent to the jurisdiction provided by this
Act shall be taken as authority to require a
refund by any person previously distributed
income derived from resources of such In-
dian land, nor shall the decision of the
court be interpreted as defining any liability
on the part of any such persons.

“Sgc. 2. Any person claiming a right to
share income derived from resources of un-
allotted lands within the Hoopa Valley In-
dian Reservation referred to in Sec. 1 of this
Act may assert his claim in the United States
Court of Claims as provided in Sec. 1 of this
Act, and such claims must be filed in that
court within six months of the effective date
of this Act.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. ASHMORE

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment to the committee amendment
offered by Mr. ASHMORE: Page 2, line 19,
strike “order of" and insert “orders of July
23, 1876 and”.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

The committee amendment,
amended, was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

as

CARL V. ELLIOTT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 12512)
for the relief of Carl V. Elliott.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 12512

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Carl V.
Elliott of Brewster, Washington, i{s hereby re-
lieved of liability to the United States In the
amount of $1,498.07, the amount of an over-
payment of his salary as an employee of the
Post Office Department for the period No-
vember 1, 1949, to August 23, 19568, because
of an administrative error. In the audit and
settlement of the accounts of certifylng
or disbursing officer of the United States,
credit shall be given for any amount for
which liability is relieved by this Act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
hereby authorized and directed to pay, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to sald Carl V. Elliott an
amount egual to the aggregate of the
amounts paid by him, or withheld from sums
otherwise due him, in complete or partial
satisfaction of the liabllity to the United
States specified in the first section. No part
of the amount appropriated in this Act shall
be pald or delivered to or received by any
agent or attorney on account of services ren-
dered in connection with this claim, and the
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio-
lating the provislons of this Act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered fo be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.
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DONALD E. AUSEON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13682)
for the relief of Donald E. Auseon.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 13682

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Don-
ald E. Auseon, of Canton, Ohio, is hereby re-
lieved of liability to the United States in
the amount of $831.46 representing an over-
payment for overtime and night differential
pay pald to him by the United States Post
Office Department through administrative
error. In the audit and settlement of the
accounts of any certifying or disbursing offi-
cer of the United States, credit shall be given
for amounts for which liability is relieved by
this Act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to Donald E. Auseon an amount
equal to the aggregate of the amounts paid
by him, or withheld from sums otherwise due
him, in complete or partial satisfaction of
the liability to the United States specified in
the first section.

SEec. 3. No part of the amount appropriated
in this Act shall be paid or delivered to or
received by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed gulilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in
any sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 5, after “overpayment” insert
“between April 12, 1965, and August 27,
1965".

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ROBERT A. IVINS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13683)
for the relief of Robert A. Ivins.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 13683

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That Robert A.
Ivins, of Canton, Ohio, is hereby relieved
of liability to the United States in the
amount of $1,192.98, representing an over-
payment for overtime and night differ-
ential pay paid to him by the United States
Post Office Department through administra-
tive error, In the audit and settlement of
the accounts of any certifying or disbursing
officer of the United States, credit shall be
given for amounts for which liability is re-
lieved by this Act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to Robert A, Ivins an amount equal
to the aggregate of the amounts paid by
him, or withheld from sums otherwise due
him, in complete or partial satisfaction of
the liability to the United States specified
in the first section.

Sec. 3. No part of the amount appropri-
ated in this Act shall be pald or delivered to
or received by any agent or attorney on ac-
count of services rendered in connection with
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this claim, and the same shall be unlawful,
any contract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Any person violating the provisions of
this Act shall be deemed guilty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:
Page 1, line 5, after “overpayment", insert

“bhetween March 29, 1965, and August 27,
1965,".

The committee amendment was agreed

to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

EDWARD G. BEAGLE, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13909)
for the relief of Edward G. Beagle, Jr.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

CHARLES J. ARNOLD

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13910)
for the relief of Charles J. Arnold.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

VERNON M. NICHOLS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 14514)
for the relief of Vernon M. Nichols.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 14514

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Comptroller General of the United States
is authorized and directed to settle the
claim of Vernon M. Nichols, 8208 Valewood
Court, Orangevale, California, for salary
covering the perlod April 13, 1865, to June
12, 1965, inclusive, and for reimbursement
of travel expenses from McCook, Nebraska,
to Carmichael, California, incident to em-
ployment by the Bureau of Reclamation in
the Job Corps program, and to allow in full
and final settlement of the claim the sum
of $1,762.36. Such amount shall be pay-
able from the appropriation which other-
wise would have been chargeable with the
salary and travel expenses during the period
in question. The Comptroller General of
the United States is further authorized and
directed to relieve Vernon M. Nichols from
all liability to refund to the United States
the sum of $656 expended in his behalf for
airplane travel on April 12, 1965, from Den-
ver, Colorado, to Sacramento, California.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third

time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

JOHN R. McKINNEY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 14379)
for the relief of John R. McKinney.
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There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill, as follows:
H.R., 14379

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized and di-
rected to pay, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, to John R.
McEinney, of Sylvania, Georgla, the sum
of $1,456.67. Such sum shall be in full set-
tlement of all clalms against the United
States of the said John R. McKinney for
amounts to which he was entitled as a holder
of the Medal of Honor under the provisions
of sections 560-562 of title 38, United States
Code, for the period from October 13, 1964,
to December 30, 1965 (both dates inclusive),
but which the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs is unable to pay because of failure to
receive a timely application therefor. No part
of the amount appropriated in this Act in
excess of 10 per centum thereof shall be paid
or delivered to or received by any agent or
attorney on account of services rendered in
connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat-
ing the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed-
ing $1,000.

. With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2, line 4, strike “in excess of 10 per
centum thereof”.

1m'I‘he committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

GIUSEPPINA RESTIVO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3671)
for the relief of Giuseppina Restivo.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 3671

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
oj Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Giuseppina Restivo may be
classified as an eligible orphan within the
meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act,
upon approval of a petition filed in her be-
half by Mr, and Mrs. John B, Bellizia, citizens
of the United States, pursuant to section
206(b) of the Act, subject to all the con-
ditions in that section relating to eligible
orphans.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That, in the administration of the Immi-
gration and Natlonality Act, Josephine Ann
Bellizia may be classified as a child within
the meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the
Act, upon approval of a petition filed in her
behalf by Mr. and Mrs. John J. Bellizia, citi-
204 of the Act: Provided, That the brothers or
sisters of the beneficiary shall not, by virtue
of such relationship, be accorded any right,
privilege, or status under the Immigration
and Nationality Act.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.
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The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Josephine Ann
Bellizia.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MISS ZOFIA SUCHECKA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7671)
for the relief of Miss Zofia Suchecka.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 7671

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Miss Zofia Suchecka shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of enactment of this Act, upon
payment of the required visa fee, Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
alien as provided for in this Act, the Sec-
retary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such quota is available.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That, in the administration of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Sophia Soliwoda
may be classified as a child within the
meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act,
upon approval of a petition filed in her be-
half by Mr. and Mrs. Stanley F. Soliwoda,
citizens of the United States, pursuant to
section 204 of the Act: Provided, That the
brothers or sisters of the beneficiary shall
not, by virtue of such relationship, be ac-
corded any right, privilege, or status under
the Immigration and Nationality Act.”

The committee
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Sophia Soliwoda.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

amendment was

EKIMBERLY ANN YANG

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10656)
for the relief of Kimberly Ann Yang.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 106566

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Kimberly Ann Yang may be
classified as an eligible orphan within the
meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act,
and a petition filed in her behalf by Hattle
Yang, a citizen of the United States, may be
approved pursuant to section 205(b) of the
Act, subject to all the conditions in that sec-
tion relating to eligible orphans,

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 1, lines 4 and 5, strike out the
language “an eligible orphan” and substitute
in lieu thereof “a child".

On page 1, strike out all of line 8 and 9 and
substitute in lieu thereof the following: “sec-
tion 204 of the Act.”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MARIA ANNA PIOTROWSKI

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11347)
for the relief of Maria Anna Piotrowski,
formerly Czeslawa Marek.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 11347

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immig ation and Na-
tionality Act, Maria Anna Plotrowski, for-
merly Czeslawa Marek, may be classified as an
eligible orphan within the meaning of section
101(b) (1) (F) of the Act, upon approval
of a petition filed in her behalf by Chester
and Eugenia Piotrowski, citizens of the
United States, pursuant to section 205(b) of
the Act, subject to all the conditions in that
section relating to eligible orphans.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 1, line 5, strike out the words
“an eligible orphan" and substitute in lleu
thereof the words “a child”.

On page 1, line B, after the words “pur-
suant to” strike out the remainder of the
bill and insert in leu thereof the following
“section 204 of the Act.”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

MARIA GUISEPPINA INNALFO
FEOLE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11844)
for the relief of Maria Guiseppina In-
nalfo Feole.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 11844

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, In
the administration of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Maria Guiseppina Innalfo
Feole may be classified as an eligible orphan
within the meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F)
of the Act, upon approval of a petition filed
in his behalf by Joseph Feole, a citizen of
the United States, pursuant to section 205(b)
of the Act, subject to all the conditions in
that section relating to eligible orphans.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That, in the administration of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, Maria Giusep-
pina Innalfo Feole may be classified as a
child within the meaning of sectlon 101(b)
(1) (F) of the Act, upon approval of a pe-
titlon filed in her behalf by Mr. and Mrs.
Joseph Feole, citizens of the United States,
pursuant to section 204 of the Act: Provided,
That the brothers or sisters of the bene-
ficiary shall not, by virtue of such relation-
ship, be accorded any right, privilege, or
status under the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Maria Giuseppina
Innalfo Feole.”

i I?l motion to reconsider was laid on the
e.

DELMA S. POZAS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 146) for
the relief of Delma S. Pozas.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill may
be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

GEORGES FRAISE

The Clerk called the bill (S. 196) for
the relief of Georges Fraise.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill may be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

CHUNG K. WON

The Clerk called the bill (S. 642) for
the relief of Chung K. Won.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

S. 642

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for
the purposes of sectlons 101(a) (27) (A) and
2056 of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Chung K. Won shall be held and considered
to be the minor natural-born alien child of
Mr. Won Wing, a citizen of the United States.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That for the purposes of sections
203(a) (1) and 204 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Chung K. Won shall be
held and considered to be the natural-born
alien son of Mr. Won Wing, a citizen of the
United States.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION

The Clerk called the resolution (S. Con.
Res. 99) favoring the suspension of de-
portation of certain aliens.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the present considerafion of the
resolution?
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent thaft this resolution
may be passed over without prejudice.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?
There was no objection.

LI TSU (NAKO) CHEN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6606)
for the relief of Li Tsu (Nako) Chen.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 6606

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Ii Tsu (Nako) Chen may be
classified as an eligible orphan within the
meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of that
Act, upon approval of a petition filed in her
behalf by Mr. and Mrs. Roy H. McAndrew,
citizens of the United States, pursuant to
section 205(b) of that Act, subject to all the
conditions in that section relating to eligible
orphans.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lleu thereof the following:

“That, for the purposes of sections 203(a)
(1) and 204 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act, Il Tsu (Nako) Chen shall be held
and considered to be the natural-born alien
daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Roy H. McAndrew,
citizens of the United States: Provided, That
the natural parents or brothers or sisters of
the beneficlary shall not, by virtue of such
relationship, be accorded any right privi-
lege, or status under the Immigration and
Nationality Act.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

EAZIMIERZ (CASIMER)
KRZYEKOWSKI

‘The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 12950)
for the relief of Kazimierz (Casimer)
Krzykowski.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 12950

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding the provision of sectlon 212
(a) (18) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Kazimierz (Casimer) Krzykowskl may
be issued a visa and admitted to the United
States for permanent residence if he is found
to be otherwise admissible under the provi-
slons of that Act: Provided, That this exemp-
tion shall apply only to a ground for exclu-
sion of which the Department of State or the
Department of Justice had knowledge prior
to the enactment of this Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third

time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

DINESH EUMAR PODDAR

The Clerk called the bill (S. 2663) for
the relief of Dinesh Kumar Poddar.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?
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Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill may be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

LLOYD N. CAMPBELL

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2671)

for the relief of Capt. Lloyd N. Campbell.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:
HR, 2671

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Captain
Lloyd N. Campbell (service number 427784A),
United States Air Foree, is relieved of liability
to the United States in the amount of
$4,601.48, representing overpayments of salary
made to him as an Air Force officer during the
period April 1951 to December 1961 as a result
of administrative errors. In the audit and
settlement of the accounts of any certifying
or disbursing officer of the United States,
credit shall be given for amounts for which
liability is relieved by this Act.

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
hereby authorized and directed to pay, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, to the said Captain Lloyd N.
Campbell an amount equal to the aggregate
of the amounts paid by him, or withheld
from sums otherwise due him, in complete
or partial satisfaction of the liability to the
United States specified in the first section of
this Act: Provided, That no part of the
amount appropriated in this Act in excess of
10 per centum thereof shall be paid or deliv-
ered to or received by any agent or attorney
on account of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be unlaw-
ful, any contract to the contrary notwith-
standing. Any person violating the provi-
sions of this Act shall be deemed guilty of a
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 3: Strike “Captain” and insert
“Major”,

Page 1, line 5: Strike "“$4,601.48" and insert
'$2,666.09".

Page 2, line 3: Strike “Captain” and Insert
“Major”.

Page 2, line 9: Strike “In excess of 10 per
centum thereof”,

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A
bill for the relief of Major Lloyd N.
Campbell.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MISS ELISABETH VON OBERNDORFF

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3901)
for the relief of Miss Elisabeth von
Oberndorft.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.
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The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

TO CONVEY LANDS IN BOULDER
COUNTY, COLO., TO W. F. STOVER

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re-
turn for immediate consideration to Pri-
vate Calendar No. 426, the bill (H.R.
4861) to direct the Secretary of the In-
terior to convey certain lands in Boulder
County, Colo., to W. F. Stover.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 4861

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Sec-
retary of the Interior is hereby authorized
and directed to convey to W. F. Stover, Den-
ver, Colorado, all right, title, and interest of
the United States In and to a tract of land in
the Grand Island Mining District, Boulder
County, Colorado, more particularly de-
scribed as follows:

Beginning at corner numbered 1 of the
Climax Mill site claim (United States Mineral
Survey Numbered 13874) in sections 21 and
22, township 1 south, range 73 west, sixth
prineipal meridian, Boulder County, Colo-
rado, thence south 51 degrees 43 minutes east
100 feet to a point; thence south 48 degrees
23 minutes east 85 feet to the true point of
beginning; thence south 48 degrees 23 min-
utes east 25226 feet to a point; thence
in a northeasterly direction 20 feet more or
less to a point; thence north 51 degrees 43
minutes west 252 feet to a point thence in a
southwesterly direction to the true point of
beginning.

SEc. 2. The conveyance authorized by this
Act shall be made upon payment of the falr
market value of the land as of the effective
date of this Act as determined by the Secre-
tary of the Interior plus such sum as may be
fixed by the Secretary to relmburse the
United States for the administrative costs of
the conveyance.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 8, strlke out everything
through page 2, line 8, and insert the fol-
lowing:

“Beginning at corner numbered 5, Mineral
Survey Numbered 13874, Millsite;

“thence north 48 degrees 23 minutes west,
along line 5-6, Mineral Survey Numbered
13874, Climax Millsite 337.26 feet distant to
the true point for corner numbered 6, Min-
eral Survey Numbered 13874 and at the in-
tersection with line 5-6 Mineral Survey Num-
bered 12354, Happy Valley Placer;

“thence south 51 degrees 43 minutes east,
along line 5-6, Mineral Survey Numbered
12354, Happy Valley Placer 337.88 feet distant
to a point;

“thence south 41 degrees 37 minutes west,
19.61 feet distant to corner numbered 5, Min-
eral Survey Numbered 13874, Climax Millsite
and place of beginning containing 0.15
acres.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.
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Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the further call
of the Private Calendar be dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

- ABDUL WOHABE

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 10220) en-
titled “An Act for the relief of Abdul
Wohabe,” with a Senate amendment
thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert: “That, for the purposes of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Abdul Wohabe
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of May 8, 1963."

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey ?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in.

g&l motion to reconsider was laid on the

e.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT.  Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 194]
Ashley Jones, Mo. Resnick
Belcher Karth Rivers, Alaska
Blatnik King, N.Y. Rogers, Tex,
Clevenger Landrum Rooney, Pa.
Conabla Mackie Roudebush
Edwards, La. Mize Shriver
Ellsworth Morrison Teague, Tex.
Evins, Tenn. Murray Toll
Farnum Nedzi Tuten
Hall Powell Vigorito
Ichord Randall Willis

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 398
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the eall were dispensed
with.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1966

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 14765) to
assure nondiserimination in Federal and
State jury selection and service, to fa-
cilitate the desegregation of public edu-
cation and other public facilities, to pro-
vide judicial relief against diseriminatory
housing practices, to prescribe penalties
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for certain acts of violence or intimida-
tion, and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 14765, with
Mr. BoLLInG in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday there was pending
the amendment of the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. WHITENER]. With-
out objection, the Clerk will again report
the amendment of the gentleman from
North Carolina.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., WHITENER: On
page b4, line 19, through page 57, line 18,
strike out section 204.

The CHAIRMAN. Before the Com-
mittee rose yesterday the gentleman from
North Carolina had been recognized for
5 minutes in support of his amendment
and had consumed 3 minutes of his time.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina at this time for 2
minutes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
have 3 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr, WHITENER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee, yesterday I
was discussing my amendment which
would strike section 204 of title IT of the
bill. I will again make a general state-
ment about title II. As I said yesterday,
I think this is the most destructive title
in the bill. In this view I am not alone.
Recently, in an address to the American
Law Institute here in Washington the
Chief Justice of the United States had
this to say:

As evidence of the general Interest in this
subject there are no less than 31 bills now
pending in the House of Representatives and
3 bills in the Senate affecting jury selection.
Undoubtedly these proposals will be care-
fully scrutinized and studied by the com-
mittees of Congress and by the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States and might well
be the subject of a study also by the Ameri-
can Law Institute. Many of these sugges-
tions made to the Congress at this particular
time may be appropriate but in just survey-
ing them generally it seems to me that some
of them go a long ways and would very radi-
cally change the relationship between our
Federal and State governments, and for that
reason alone should recelve the most careful
consideration, and unless the bench and the
bar and our learned socleties such as this
become thoroughly interested in the matter
and debate the changes that are suggested,
I'm apprehensive that some leglslation might
not go through and at the same time be 11l
advised.

Now, Mr. Chairman, that is what the
Chief Justice of the United States had to
say about this legislative venture in
which the House of Representatives is
now engaged.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, what are some of
the reasons that caused the Chief Jus-
tice probably to have serious doubt about
these proposals? Well, it seems to me
that the contention is that under the
14th amendment of the Constitution the
Congress under the “appropriate legisla-
tion” section of the 14th amendment, has
a right to legislate in this field.

But, Mr. Chairman, I would point out
to my colleagues that it has always been
considered that the 14th amendment is
prohibitory, that it prevents the States
doing certain things and in this field
doing those things which result in dis-
crimination in the selection of juries
where race, color, national origin and
previous condition of servitude are
involved.

Mr. Chairman, I believe another point
that probably concerns many of the
thinkers on this subject is the fact that
for the first time in the history of the
country, apparently, a legislative at-
tempt is being made to prescribe the
qualifications of jurors in State juries by
the Congress.

Mr, Chairman, I believe that if one
would study the legislative history of
our country, one would find that this
is probably the first time that anyone has
ever tried to assert that the “equal pro-
tection of laws” provision of the Consti-
tution would warrant Federal interven-
tion into the selection of State juries.

But, Mr. Chairman, then let us get to
what section 204 of title II, if enacted,
would do.

In the first place, it would, upon a
showing of “probable cause” by a litigant
at any time “before the introduction of
evidence” place upon the States or the
local jury commissioners the burden then
of proving the negative, to wit: that
there had been no discrimination.

Mr. Chairman, as I understand the
cases in which the question of jury dis-
crimination has come about, without ex-
ception, the burden of proof has been
upon the one who says that he has been
inconvenienced or mistreated through
improper jury procedure to establish that
fact by evidence in the courts, and the
courts in the States and the courts in
the Federal system have stricken down
improper jury procedures, and properly
80,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr.Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, may
I say also that under this section which
I would strike the so-called procedures
for challenging the propriety of the jury
are sef up. But this is not a final de-
cision, and many of the judges who have
studied this and many of the students
of law who have studied it, including an
article that appeared in the Yale Law
Journal, indicate that you could never
get around to a determination of this is-
sue, if you had a litigant who was willing
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to keep on going fo the various courts
that are available to him.

So, Mr. Chairman, I believe in the ab-
sence of a final, binding determination,
in other words, when the district court
and the appellate courts of the Federal
system have spoken, once, it ought to be
binding as to that particular individual
and that jury procedure.

Yet this bill does not do it.

I might point out further that under
this section where it would require the
States to come in and state how they
went about selecting juries, it would re-
quire that evidence be given as to the
race, religiun, economic status and other
factors in the selection of the jury. But
yet in my State, very recently, in the
very famous Mallory case—you probably
remember the kidnapping case connected
with eivil rights, our State court struck
down the jury panel in Union County,
N.C., because the court said that on the
jury slip there was a letter “C” which
indicated that some of the jurors were
members of the Negro race. Yet, my
friends here who are always objecting to
that sort of thing are setting up a pro-
cedure which would require that every
jury commissioner put on record some-
where that a man was Catholic or a Jew
or a Protestant; or that he was a Negro
or a white man; or that he was a Span-
iard or a German; or that he had
$10,000 in the bank or he had nothing
in the bank; or that he was on welfare
or was not on welfare. Because under
this provision in section 204, a rich man
can object to a jury on the ground that
there are no poor people on it even
though that has nothing to do with the
validity of the jury and his trial.

I think the amendment should be
adopted.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is one
which must be opposed. It really strikes
at the heart of this title. What we talk
about in section 204 of title II is a dis-
covery procedure. By the gentleman’s
amendment, we would delete this basic
principle of the bill which is discovery
and which would make it possible to fa-
cilitate the establishment of any diserim-
ination which might exist in the jury se-
lection system in the State.

Title IT does not in anywise specify any
detailed procedure for State jury officials
to follow. Rather it merely provides
that there be a system of discovery to
exeimine the legality and fairness of the
existing procedure that the State has
already adopted.

Mr. Chairman, to adopt this amend-
ment would be to gut a very significant
and basic essential of this title.

For that reason, the amendment should
be defeated.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. WHITENER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WHITENER), there
were—ayes 27, noes 48,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quorum is
not present.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chalr will
count, [After countingl One hundred
and six Members are present, a quorum.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNGATE

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HUNGATE: On
page 59, line 3, after * ‘State court' shall
mean any court'” insert the words “of
record”.

Strike out all of lines 4 and 5.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of my proposed amendment to
section 206 is to provide that it shall ap-
ply to courts of record. As originally
written, section 206(a) states that where
the term “State court” is used, which you
will find throughout this statute, it shall
mean “any court of any State, county,
parish, city, town, municipality, or other
political subdivision of any State,”
which, I was informed by the committee,
would include justices of the peace and
perhaps coroners’ juries.

The purpose of the amendment is to
limit the language of the bill to courts of
record which, as attorneys know, are
those which customarily handle signifi-
cant and important matters in a State.
It seems that in the housing section we
might be diluting our morality some-
what. I am suggesting that there might
be dilution here in the interest of
practicality.

I would like to show what the con-
sequences would be of including small
courts in the small cities, small towns
and small political subdivisions, includ-
ing justices of the peace. As the law is
written, the consequence is whenever
a claim of violation is filed under section
201, then the State or local officials are
required to furnish a sworn, written
statement of jury selection. The infor-
mation must contain a detailed descrip-
tion of the following—and I hope you will
picture some of your smaller courts that
you have in your State, some of your
small city courts and justices of the
peace, keeping records of the following:

First, the nature and location of the
sources from which names of potential
jurors were obtained for inclusion in
the jury wheel, box, or similar selection
device;

Second, the methods and procedures
followed in selecting names from such
sources;

Third, the methods used for selecting
names of prospective jurors from the
wheel, box, or similar selection device
for testing or otherwise demonstrating
their qualifications for jury service;

Fourth, the qualifications, tests, stand-
ards, criteria, and procedures used in
determining whether prospective jurors
are qualified to serve as jurors; and

Fifth, the methods used for summon-
ing persons for jury service and assigning
them to grand and petit jury panels.

Section 205(a) requires State jury of-
ficials to act, and as that term is defined,
that would include the smallest court
you could think of, “to preserve all
records prepared or obtained in the per-
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formance of their duties for 4 years after
use.” This would include, as it is de-
fined, “lists, questionnaires, memoran-
dums, correspondence, and other papers
actually prepared by the jury officials
and also any records or papers obtained
by them for their use; for example, copies
of voter lists, telephone books, city di-
rectories, and the like.

It seems to me that this provision
would impose a heavy burden of record-
keeping on your small courts, your so-
called inferior or lower courts, and that
the main thrust of the statute can be
met if the provision is limited to courts
of record.

If the American Bar Association, the
Judicial Conference or the Judicial
Council have expressed any opinion on
this statute, I am unaware of it.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, I ear-
nestly appreciate your support, without
being overly solicitous of it, on this
amendment, because we all have our own
constituencies and our own consciences.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

AsIunderstand, the amendment would
amend the definition of a State court
contained in title II. The gentleman
from Missouri would provide that it must
be a ‘“‘court of record.”

We have 50 different States. Many
may have courts of record and many
may not. By the amendment, the gen-
tleman from Missouri would make the
statute applicable in some States but it
might not be applicable to others.

As an example, in my State, we are
not required to have a court of record
for the justice of the peace courts, and
in certain counties, the courts are not
courts of record. Yet these courts deal
with the rights of an individual to be
tried by jury. So the gentlemen is elim-
inating many courts from the definition
of a State court in the bill.

The reason and the purpose for the
definition of a State court is to cover
all trials where an individual may be
brought in and sentenced. The only
way we can protect them is to see that
title II applies to all of the State courts.

If we begin to have a hopscotch defi-
nition as applied in the various States,
then we will not have uniformity of en-
actment. If this amendment were
adopted, what we would have to do is to
go to the State legislatures of the re-
spective 50 States and determine in each
instance whether those courts are courts
of record, and then we are completely
exempt. That is the real reason why the
bill covers all the courts. If the States
did take such action, as they have in
many instances in the past to get around
the enforcement of the 14th amendment,
then they would be outside of title II.
Therefore, the amendment should be
defeated.

Mr, DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr, DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman seriously saying that any
State would actually declare their courts
not to be courts of record?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Certainly.
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Mr. DOWDY. Mr.Chairman, I did not
expect any lawyer to get on the floor of
this Congress and say that the courts of
the States would wipe out their records.
That is just unreasonable.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Just a
minute. I have the time. May I reply
to the gentleman.

The gentleman will recognize that the
State legislatures of the respective
States have the right to determine what
designation their courts shall have, how
they will be set up, and whether they will
be deemed courts of record.

Mr. DOWDY. I do not believe all the
State legislatures are stupid as the
gentleman indicates; they would not do
this.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is
exactly what could happen and has hap-
pened. That is the fallacy of the argu-
ment of the proponent of this amend-
ment.

Mr. DOWDY. This is another strange
misconstruction that has been indulged
in argument by the proponents of this
bill, kicking up sand to obscure the
worthiness of logical and legitimate
amendments.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Why does
the gentleman in this amendment not
offer an amendment defining a court of
record?

Mr. DOWDY. Will the gentleman de-
fine a court of record?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I am not
amending title II. But a court of record
out my way is defined by the State
legislature. They provide the method
in which the record shall be kept. That
is my definition of what a court of record
may be. It is one that is described by
the State legislature and the method
by which the records may be kept is
stated. They determine whether it is
a court of record or not. That is what
my definition is. What is the gentle-
man’s definiton?

Mr. DOWDY. A court of record is a
court that keeps records of its proceed-
ings. The justice of the peace court does
not, in Texas, keep records.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. In my
State the judgment has to be signed.

Mr. DOWDY. Yes, the judgment, of
course.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Colorado has expired.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

. The Chair will

The
count.

One hundred and fourteen are present,
a quorum.

The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. AsamoRre] is recognized.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman and
my colleagues, it is somewhat amazing
how far lawyers, and others, will go some-
times in debate when they are grappling
for something which does not exist. I
just cannot quite understand my good
friend from Colorado even suggesting
that the various State legislatures in this
country—whatever State it might be, or
however many States he might have in
mind—would pass legislation that would

CXII—1124—Part 13

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

be tantamount to abolishing their courts
of record.

In South Carolina we call these State
courts, the court of general sessions, or
common pleas. That is where people are
tried for murder, where a person may
bring a $1 million damage suit, where the
largest cases and the most serious erimi-
nal offenses are tried. In other States,
courts of that nature and of that charac-
ter may be known as the supreme court,
or perhaps the district court, or circuit
court.

Can anyone conceive of any legislature
going so far as to say, “We are going to
do away with the records in a court of
that kind”? Why, it is absurd—it is
really absurd on its face—to think that
any legislature in this country would
commit such an aet as that in order to
prevent the records being viewed or re-
viewed at some later date by some Fed-
eral official, for instance the Attorney
General. We just would not have any
State courts if we did not keep the evi-
dence and have the reporter’s notes
transcribed. What would a man do, if he
wanted to appeal, if he were charged
with and convicted of murder, if they did
not have any records?

No lawyer in this room would believe
that such a thing would happen. My
good friend from Colorado shows the
weakness and the fallacy of his argu-
ment when he even suggests such a thing.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASHMORE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The State
of Mississippi and the State of Alabama
and even the State of Virginia passed
laws of prohibition in respect to the ques-
tion of voting. If they have done it in
the area of voting, may they not also do
it with respect to jury service?

Mr. ASHMORE. Can the gentleman
tell me when any State at any time in the
history of this land has ever abolished or
done away with its State courts and the
operating procedures thereof? One in-

stance? Tell me one instance. It has
never happened.
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. But the

State legislature has the right to deter-
mine what is to be deemed to be a court
of record.

Mr. ASHMORE., Oh, sure it has the
right.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If they are
trying to wiggle out and away from the
enforcement of this law, then they could
alter the definition or designation of what
courts are considered courts of record.
The definition of a court of record is not
uniform in every State throughout the
Union.

Mr. ASHMORE. Do you mean to say
that a legislature would have the nerve
or the gall or the audacity to say a court
of record is not a court of record, and do
you think that the Supreme Court of the
United States would uphold such a legis-
lative act as that?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes, I do.

Mr. ASHMORE, Then, you think less
of the U.S. Supreme Court than I do,
and that is going a long way, I would
say to the gentleman from Colorado.
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Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASHMORE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr, HUNGATE. It has been suggested
that the States might eliminate courts
of record. I do notknow how you handle
land titles where you have these cases -
and partition suits if you do not have
courts of record. I do not know what
some of us would do that deal in divorce
matters if there were no courts of record.
I do not know how the Habitual Criminal
Act would be handled, although we may
do away with it, but I do not know how
you would handle cases under it if we
did not have courts of record. Every
court in the country will make these rec-
ords, as we said, exhaustively and will
keep them for 4 years after the trial is
over. That is what you want to go back
and explain.

Now, something has been said about
the 14th amendment. That, I think, is
what this all hinges upon. As I under-
stand it, it is based on the fact that under
the 14th amendment you can pass appro-
priate legislation. That may not be the
strongest hinge in the world. Also, there
is the fact that we must have uniformity.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. ASEMORE]
have 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. HUNGATE].

Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentle-
man.

‘Mr. Chairman, the suggestion has been
made that without this we would not have
uniformity. There was a time in this
country when we had diversity and we
believed the States might conduct sepa-
rate experiments. There was some merit
init. In that way we might test theories
that looked great on paper but did not
work in practice. Now, I suggest uni-
formity is certainly a consideration, but
it should not be the sole consideration.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASHMORE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Am I correct in
assuming that State courts keep a record
of divoreces?

Mr. ASHMORE. Certainly they keep
a record of divoreces. They are required
to under the law.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Then, we are
treading on dangerous ground in this in-
stance, because we have a member of the
Supreme Court who might like to see
those records destroyed.

Mr. ASHMORE. That is possible, I
will say.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Nevertheless, I
think in all wisdom we should support
this amendment.

Mr. ASHMORE. I thank the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

It occurs to me, and it is evident to
all, that the proponents of this bill are
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trying to take over the operation of the
entire jury system in the various States
of this country when they get the idea
that somebody maybe made a mistake in
drawing a jury. Of course, we make mis-
takes. We make them everywhere.
They make a few in Colorado. There is
no question about that. However, you
cannot afford to destroy the best jury
system in the world simply because some-
one has made an error. All of these
errors, if you give them a little time and
give the people of these States and of
this Nation the opportunity, will be cor-
rected because of the force of public
opinion and the sentiment of the people
in this land to do what they know in their
own hearts is right and proper and just.

And, Mr. Chairman, this very title
when it was being considered by the com-
mittee, emotionally, under stress and
strain, because it was based upon the fact
that someone in Louisiana or Alabama
or Mississippi was acquitted, when peo-
ple who did not know the evidence and
who were 1,000 miles away said “Oh,
that man should have been convicted.”

Well, Mr. Chairman, perhaps he should
have been convicted.

Mr. Chairman, after serving as prose-
cuting attorney, or while serving as
prosecuting attorney, for 20 years, I came
to the conclusion that you cannot beat
the decision of 12 jurors. You can fry
me any day and I will be satisfied with
their verdict—the decision of 12 of my
peers.

Mr. Chairman, I have seen the day—
yes; when someone on the jury might
have made a mistake. Perhaps the jury
did not do exactly as I would have done,
and I perhaps criticized that verdict, and
as prosecutor said “What the devil does
that jury mean?”

But, Mr. Chairman, I did not take off in
an emotional outburst and say “Let us
do away with it, and let us change the
jury system, and let us turn it over to the
Attorney General of the United States.”

No, Mr. Chairman, I did not do that
because I believe too much in the jury
system of this land. I would simply pick
up the next case and go ahead and try
to conviet him if I thought he were guilty.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, as I said a mo-
ment ago, while this very section and
this entire bill was being considered in
the subcommittee or in the full Judiciary
Committee, 12 jurors in the State of
Georgia convicted a man who had been
released from a former trial, and a few
days subsequent to that 12 jurors con-
victed another man in a similar case.
These jurors showed how the people of
Georgia stand when it comes to right
and what is good and what is just in the
courts of this land of ours.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, you cannot afford
to destroy or turn over the jury system
of this land to the Attorney General
simply because some jury may have made
a mistake.

- Mr. Chairman, give the people of that
State, that community, an opportunity
to think and to consider in a calm, dis-
passionate manner, even more calmly
than I am speaking now, and they will
come out with the right result.

My friends, I believe that much in the
honesty of the people of this land, wheth~
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er they be south of the Mason-Dixon
line or on the border of Canada. And
I say to my friends who say “do away
with this jury system,” you will make the
greatest mistake you have made in a cen-
tury.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genfleman from South Carolina has
expired.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do so for a number
of reasons. First, I think the amend-
ment is sound and, second, I believe it
should be known that there is in any
event a present existing right of any liti-
gant to raise the question of the impro-
priety of a jury or discrimination in its
formation under the present law.

In addition to that it would apply to
all courts, not of record, under the gen-
tleman’s amendment.

So, Mr. Chairman, there is a remedy
for those courts not of record. That
remedy is provided for in 42 U.S.C. 1983,
and under the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Mr. Chairman, I am reading from the
statements of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CeLLEr] in part 2 of the re-
port at page 8:

The Department of Justice s authorized
to intervene in jury discrimination sults
brought by private litigants as well under
that same title.

So it gets in a record under the gen-
tleman’s amendment. There is an ade-
quate relief on the part of the individual
in the first instance, if he feels he is
wronged and a request to intervene on
the part of the Attorney General has an
opportunity of righting the wrong.

The gentleman’s amendment brings
out, I think, a very important point in
this debate relating to title II. I doubt
that the Members of this House realize
exactly which courts are included and
to which the gentleman’s amendment is
directed. I doubt that the Members of
this House realize that you are including
in this title every single court in the
land. There is not any question about
it. Under the definition on page 59, a
State court shall mean any court of any
State—county, parish, city, down to the
municipal or other political subdivisions
of a State.

So you are talking about the coroner’s
jury—the coroner’s jury, which, in my
State, is a justice of the peace. This
means that the justice of the peace will
have to keep for 6 years records of every
single voter registration—and in my
State he revises this list every 2 years.
He has to keep three full lists of regis-
tered voters, his basis for selecting the
jury panel, the list of people he sent or
mailed notices, and all the other require-
ments imposed under this legislation.

I just think that this is going too far.

How in the world is a justice of the
peace going to stack his office with thou-
sands and thousands of pages covering
millions of registrants and keep them for
6 years? It just is not possible to do
this. But in order to blanket everybody
llgx’a they include every single court in the

d.

The gentleman's amendment makes
sense. Of course, the proponents will
not accept it. They have orders to ac-
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cept no amendments of any consequence.
That is why it will not be accepted. But
I think it is important to indicate also
in this title further what it does and why
the amendment is meritorious because
this title applies to any single act. For
example, look on page 52, line 21:
Whenever there are reasonable grounds to
believe that any person has engaged or is
about to engage in any act or practice—

Note “act or practice,” not a pattern or
practice. They are talking about bring-
ing a suit against a local judge. They
are talking about the Attorney General
of the United States injecting himself
into the judiciary. This is not a public
official relating to school boards, this is
the Attorney General of the United
States injecting himself into the judi-
ciary of the United States of America
down to the city municipal level. That
is going a long way. The gentleman’s
amendment makes sense. Any act by
any coroner’s judge in the selection of
any coroner's jury, any single act could
have this effect—now hear me well—can
have this effect of striking down every
single jury qualification in that State be-
cause one coroner's jury judge makes a
mistake, wittingly or unwittingly. A
coroner’s judge can make a mistake re-
lating to the selection of a juror and the
entire law in the State of Florida could
be stricken down as it relates to sub-
jective qualifications for a juror.

I challenge anyone to deny that.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield at
that point?

Mr. CRAMER. Yes, do you want to
deny that? 5

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes, I will
deny it. I will tell you, if you will read
section 201——

Mr. CRAMER. I have read it many
times.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That isall
we are trying to do to the State courts, is
to assure that they will not discriminate
on any grounds of race, color, religion,
sex, national origin, or economic status—
they shall not discriminate nor shall they
exclude an individual because of these
grounds.

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman is con-
firming what I say. I refuse to yield any
further. You are confirming what I say.

What is the remedy? The remedy is on
page 53. It is there for everybody to
read. If there is a finding in one single
instance of discrimination by one coro-
ner’s judge in a coroner’s case, this bill
would strike down the entire statute of
the State of Florida even though the spe-
cific test involved was not employed.

For instance, good moral character is
a requirement for a person to serve on a
jury. Even though the coroner’s judge
in that instance did not use discrimina-
tion relating to good moral character,
every single test for a juror can be
stricken down in the State of Florida if it
is subjective and the court can substitute
its own objective standard. This is what
you are being asked to swallow. I say it
is going too far. The gentleman from
Missouri makes some sense in requesting
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that the provision be limited to a court
of record. That is the least we can do.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. ASHMORE. Would the gentle-
man say that this provision would ac-
tually give to the Attorney General of the
United States power over State laws,
whatever State might be involved, re-
garding the selection of juries?

Mr. CRAMER. There is no question
about it. One single act by one single in-
dividual, wittingly or unwittingly, and
the Attorney General can bring an action
to strike down the entire State statute
relating to all standards, and I say that
that is going too far.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I would like to tell my good friend
from Florida that I take orders from no
one—not from the Aftorney General,
not from any policy committee, and not
from any national board. I oppose this
amendment, and I support this bill, be-
cause I feel very deeply that racial dis-
crimination in any form in our society
causes all of us a great deal of trouble.

Now, as to the specifies of this amend-
ment. First, we are not requiring the
States to keep any records that they do
not otherwise now prepare. This sec-
tion does not spell out what they have to
do. It states only that whatever records
they prepare they must keep it for 4 years.
That is no burden. They do keep some
records about jurors because they pay
them.

Now we are led to believe that there is
some kind of Federal takeover. First,
the Government will never be involved if,
when this law becomes effective, each of
the States quit discriminating in the
method in which they select their jurors
as prescribed by the Federal law, and I
would hope that most of them would
stop.

There was some question about why
we would question whether States might
change their laws to avoid coming under
this statute. I wonder how many peo-
ple would have thought in 1954 that parts
of the great Commonwealth of Virginia
might stop having public education in
their community so that they could avoid
the ramifications of the school integra-
tion cases.

Now, as to the great concern about the
fact that one act may be enough to bring
the Attorney General into the picture, I
would suggest to you that one conviction
may lead to an execution, and that is a
fairly important event to the principal
person involved.

The Attorney General would be the one
who would make any decision, for the
Federal Government to bring an action.
Under this act he would have authority
to bring the action. It would be up to
the Federal Court to decide what needed
to be done, and that court order would
have to be appropriate. To say that
some inadvertent, inconsequential act on
the part of one coroner’s juror might lead
to the setting aside of State law is ab-
solutely absurd. No Federal judge is
going to do that. That would not be
appropriate.
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I would call to your attention that
however insignificant a court may seem
to the gentleman who proposes the
amendment or those who support it, con-
viction by that jury could put a man in
jail. An adverse decision in a eivil
action could take from him his property.
He is entitled to a jury that complies
with the constitutional requirements.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. I would beg to differ
with the gentleman as to his statement
that all the so-called inferior courts have
powers to inflict jail sentences. I think
you are dealing only with courts that
have civil jurisdiction.

Mr. CORMAN. I am speaking of
courts that would jail him or take his
property. If a defendant is given a jury
trial under the law, that jury should be
constitutionally constituted.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. The court would have
to have the constitutional or statutory
authority to impose a sentence of impris-
onment. He would have to have that
power. Many inferior courts lack that
POWer,

Let me ask about the courts that have
that power. Do I correctly understand
the gentleman to say that there is no
provision in the statute that states what
records are to be kept? I read in section
204(a) that after a complaint is filed,
“The appropriate State or local officials
shall furnish a written statement of jury
selection information subscribed to under
oath which shall contain a detailed de-
seription of the following,” and then it
goes on to describe the information.

Mr. CORMAN. That is the answer to
the complaint; that is not the records he
would keep when he is selecting a jury.
When an action is brought against him,
he is required to show how the jury was
selected.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, if the of-
ficial were unable to file those records,
would he not be in violation of the law?

Mr. CORMAN. Normally a complaint
necessitates an answer, and this statute
would make that point explicit. If the
State does not require these men to keep
any records he may still be complying
with the law if he is not discriminating.
There must be some evidence establish-
ing that there is some discrimination.

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of this
amendment.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment. I do not
know that I will take the 5 minutes that
are given to me, but I wish to make a
few remarks about some of the state-
ments that have been made by the gen-
tleman from California.

The gentleman mentioned that many
of these courts could put a man in jail.
We have a justice of the peace court in
Texas that can try a man for criminal
offenses, but they are offenses where
there is not any power to send the man
to jail. It is really a matter of a fine,
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a nominal fine. The justice of the peace
keeps no records concerning his jury. If
the man is convicted, he has the right
to appeal to a court of record his con-
viction. That is an easy formality to
bring about, and he is entitled to a trial
de novo on such appeal.

Mr. CORMAN. May I inquire of the
gentleman one question? Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle~
man from California.

Mr. CORMAN. In these courts in
Texas, which cannot give a man 1 day
in jail, do they have very many jury
trials?

Mr. DOWDY. That depends on
whether the defendant asks for it or not.
If he pleads guilty, then he does not need
a jury. That is the point.

In a criminal case, when the jury is
demanded, they do not have a jury wheel
or jury iist. The justice turns to the con-
stable and says, “Pick up a jury panel.”
The constable immediately goes out and
summons a jury panel, Six men are the
jury in a eriminal case. Each plaintiff
can have three challenges, and there are
six men left to serve as the jury.

If the man in the civil case demands
a jury—unless they have changed the
law since I have been in Congress, and
I do not believe they have—a jury fee
has to be paid at the time, which
amounts to $3. When the jury gets
through with a case, the justice of the
peace takes six 50-cent pieces and gives
one to each one of the jurors, 50 cents to
each juror. There is no record kept of
pay or anything else.

Mr. CORMAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, I would suggest very pos-
sibly the procedure he has outlined, is
also nsed in cases where a man can be
sent to jail for a year or more.

Mr. DOWDY. The justice of the peace
cannot send a man to jail. The most is
a fine, and it is easy to appeal to the
county court of record. That is the pro-
cedure to follow.

Likewise, municipal courts do not have
the right to send a man to jail. The city
magistrate operates in somewhat similar
circumstances. The cases are also ap-
pealable to a court of record which, in
my State, is the county court. Their
rights are completely protected. The
records that are required as set up here,
there is no provision for them now in
those courts. The justice of the peace
keeps no records at all except his fee
book and his book that lists his judg-
ments. That is all. That is all that is
required of him because the amounts
are too small to justify anything further.

It is more or less like some of the
small claims courts set up in some of the
cities, in some areas in recent years, to
keep from putting the great burden on
the courts of record where the amount
involved is so small, and the costs in-
volved are so little that even lawyers are
not required. In Texas the justice of the
peace is like the Supreme Court of the
United States: The justice does not have
to be a lawyer.

Mr. CORMAN. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. DOWDY. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.
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Mr. CORMAN. I would suggest there
are a great number of courts that are not
courts of record that can imprison a
man up to & year. I am informed that
is the case in New York and in Arizona.
I would suggest further to the gentleman
that this apparent informality in the se-
lection of juries will not present a prob-
lem until some claimant car. convince
some Federal judge that his jury was
picked in a racially discriminatory man-
ner.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Downy
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I would
say that we would be really getting into
a hodgepodge if this amendment is not
adopted. Each of the countiec in Texas
has—some of them have reduced the
number, and some do not elect a judge—
eight justice precincts. Some cities have
a number of justice precincts. We would
get into an impossible situation.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. In these so-called
courts of limited jurisdictior;, which in
some instances, the gentleman suggests,
could impose a jail sentence, would not
that jail sentence be appealable to a
court of record? Is there any instance
in which an inferior court could enter a
decision which was final, which could not
be appealed to a court of record? I am
asking about criminal cases.

IMr. CORMAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I would assume that
the deecision would be appealable in
courts of record. This is an effort to
obtain for the parties the right to a jury,
to try the facts, which has not been se-
lected on the basis of racial discrimina-
tion. That is all we seek to do.

We do not require that any more rec-
ords be kept. They just must not throw
away the records they do keep fo at
least 4 years. If a claimant should file
a verified petition that he has been given
less than a constitutionally composed
jury, then they must answer in writing
how they selected the jury.

The example which was given, “I sent
my bailiff out to pick the first six men
he saw spitting on the street to be
jurors,” is a perfectly acceptable answer.
Then it would be up to the Federal judge
to decide whether there had been dis-
crimination. No records need to be kept.
All they have to do is to continue what
they have been doing.

Mr. DOWDY. It would be up to the
judge to decide what the gentleman is
talking about.

Let us assume that there is a court
such as I have talked about. Let us as-
sume that the justice of the peace court
in Texas fines a man $20 for an offense
the man has committed and that there
is no appeal. There is an appeal, but let
us assume there is not. That man would
have, from that justice of the peace
court, the right to apply for a writ in the
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U.S. Supreme Court. He is amply pro-
tected

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. Iyield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. I still cannot see why
if a complaint were made this section
204(a) would not apply.

Upon the filing of a claim—
that any right secured by section 201 of this
title has been denied or abridged—

(a) The appropriate State or local officials
shall furnish a written statement of jury
selection Information subscribed to under
oath which shall contain a detailed descrip-
tion of the following—

If these are records that a justice of
the peace or city court is keeping, they
certainly have different ones from those
with which I am acquainted:

(1) the nature and location of the sources
from which names were obtained for inclu-
sion in the wheel, box, or similar device—

This goes on, and it is quite exhaustive.

I should like to speak to one more
point on this. There is nothing in this
amendment which in any way deals with
ameliorating or weakening the thrust of
the bill toward the elimination of un-
satisfactory jury selection. It merely
seeks to limit its application to courts of
record, to eliminate what in most cases
would be unnecessary bookkeeping.

I wish to make it clear that the statute
is not as liberalizing as some may wish
it to seem, because, as I understand it,
it would still be possible in some States
to use the blue ribbon jury, where special
people are selected according to educa-
tional qualifications. Of course, one can
use educational qualifications to elimi-
nate an ethnic or racial group, just as in
any other way. Unless I am mistaken,
in my reading of the bill, there is noth-
ing here that would eliminate a blue rib-
bon jury.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I hope that the Mem-
bers will understand we are talking
about two separate things. One is the
preservation of records, whatever rec-
ords are kept under the existing law.
The other is the rather detailed require-
ment under section 204(a), which sets
out what must be in the answer, when
we are attempting to determine the issue
of discrimination.

All they have to do is to write down
and to swear to how they select their
juries.

That is not the thing we are talking
about requiring them to perpetuate. We
would let them perpetuate whatever
kinds of records they already keep. If
there is a lawsuit, then they will have to
file an answer, and the answer must be
sufficiently complete so that the court
may determine whether or not there is
a reason to go on with the exploration.

Mr. DOWDY. I do not know whether
the gentleman has thought of this or
not, but this whole thing begins with—
and this is the crux of the matter—sec-
tion 201.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.
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Mr, DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, title I
says that it shall be unlawful to make
any distinction. That is eriminal. It
provides this to be a criminal offense.
So you are saying here you are vio-
lating the fifth amendment by requiring
anybody to make statements that could
be used in evidence against them to con-
fess their guilt. In section 201 it says
that it shall be unlawful to make any
distinction on account of race, color,
religion, sex, or national origin or eco-
nomic status. That is criminal. So the
rest of this title goes directly in conflict
with the fifth amendment of the United
States of America. I think none of us
liberals are going to vote to repeal the
fifth amendment to the Constitution of
the United States by an act of Congress
here.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask my
colleague from Texas a question. On an
appeal from a justice of peace court in
the State of Texas to the next higher
court, is the trial de novo?

Mr. DOWDY. It is a de novo trial both
in criminal and ecivil cases.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Is that the case
in every State of the Union?

Mr. DOWDY. I cannot speak for ev-
ery State in the Union. I expect it is,
though. We might find out from the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. RoGeRs].
He knows all the answers.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
rose to seek information on the point,
because I think it has great bearing on
the amendment. If every such trial in
every State, on appeal, is not a trial de
novo, then the amendment ought to be
defeated, but if in every State the trial
is de novo, then the amendment would
do no damage.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield on that
point?

Mr. McCULLOCH. Yes. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is
one of the main reasons why we should
oppose this amendment. There is not
uniformity in the designation of inferior
courts throughout the United States. I
have tried to point out to the gentleman
who proposed this amendment that the
State legislature has the right to deter-
mine what is a court record and what is
the method of court procedure. Because
of that the amendment should be de-
feated.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Now, Mr. Chair-
man, I do think that the gentleman from
Colorado has made a contribution to this
discussion. Of course, the whole reason
for this title, Mr. Chairman, is to assure
a litigant that he will have a trial by a
jury that is selected without discrimina-
tion on account of race, color, religion
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or national origin. If the trial is not
de novo in every State and if the selec-
tion of the jury in the first justice of
peace court or the first court of lowest
jurisdiction in a State is not of record,
then there is no way to determine
whether or not the jury has been selected
without discrimination. In view of what
the gentleman from Colorado has said,
I am opposed to the amendment.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will try not to take the
5 minutes, but I will point out in the
committee report on page 27 after refer-
ring to section 206 it says, “This defini-
tion is intended to cover all State and
local courts of every kind whatsoever.”

I do not know how it is in all of the
States. In my own State we have justice
of the peace courts and these courts may
have a jury but no one is finally tried in a
justice of the peace court, because they
can appeal in either a criminal or a civil
case and get a trial de novo in the supe-
rior court.

And, Mr. Chairman, it would seem to
be foolish to extend all of this expensive
mechanism to the numerous justices of
the peace in my home county who are re-
quired to have a jury box.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the gentleman
from Missouri has offered a good solution
to the problem.

As I understand the matter, based
upon my meager knowledge of the law,
a court of record is defined as a court
having a seal and, of course, a court hav-
ing a seal is one so designated by the
State legislature.

Therefore, such a definition of the
term “State court” through the adopt-
tion of this amendment would do no
violence.

Mr. Chairman, we all know that it is
constitutionally impermissive to deny a
right to trial by jury. So if you limited
this definition of “courts” as the gentle-
man from Missouri would do, if by any
chance any of these rather inferior
courts are not handing out evenhanded
justice insofar as the selection of juries
is concerned, there is still ample judiecial
procedure to attack that.

Now, Mr. Chairman, to indicate how
foolish are the provisions here under title
I of this bill, the committee has written
in a provision that if one has com-
mitted—if a man has committed an of-
fense which is punishable by more than 1
year, this would disqualify him from jury
service.

Well, in my State a general misde-
meanor for which no statutory punish-
ment is preseribed is punishable by up to
2 years, not in the State prison, but in
the local prison.

Mr. Chairman, I pointed out here once
before in connection with another bill,
the fact that if you check out the North
Carolina statutes, there is one that
makes the breaking of a Coca-Cola bottle
a general misdemeanor,

So, Mr. Chairman, under title I if we
are going to follow our committee’s pre-
seription, then as far as this bill is con-
cerned, it would make a man a felon who
may be punishable for less than 2 years,
a general misdemeanor in my State.

So, Mr. Chairman, I do not under-
stand what the fight is all about,
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The gentleman from Colorado and the
gentleman from California are fine law-
yers, but they certainly have confused
the issue a great deal. However, I just
hope they have not confused too many
of our colleagues.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple
amendment. It is so simple that it com-
pletely emasculates title II. The effect
of the adoption of the amendment is,
without putting it in those words, to ef-
fectually and completely nullify and
strike out title II.

Mr. Chairman, title IT begins with this
language, in section 201:

No citizen shall be excluded from service
as grand or petit juror in any State court
on account of race, color, religion, sex, na-
tional origin or economic status.

By the simple expedient of changing
the definition of “State court,” what
they want to do is to amend it to permit
each State to render the title ineffective
by changing the words which include
every State court, to “court of record.”
They thus can eliminate every court in a
State by calling it a court “not of rec-
ord.”

Mr. Chairman, the definition of a
“court of record,” according to Web-
ster’s dictionary, means any court which
makes a written record of what hap-
pens in the court. In law the words
“court of record” are words of art, but
differing from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.
Courts of record are usually defined in
State constitutions, or in State law, as
well as in Federal court decisions. In
the State of New York our State consti-
tution provides that only those courts
that were established before 1895 are
courts of record, and those established
since 1895 are not courts of record. So
we have courts all over the State—
criminal courts and civil courts—in
which we empanel juries and try and
determine cases finally in accordance
with the jury’'s verdict. They try cases
which not only result in fines in the
criminal courts, but also imprisonment.
Adopt this amendment and in every one
of those courts discrimination may be
countenanced. Throughout the country
we have the same situation applying in
State after State. Take a look at
Bouvier's law dictionary which I have
taken the trouble to bring to the well
with me. At page 713 of the edition,
which I have in front of me, you will
find “court of record” defined accord-
ing to that respected legal work, in
State after State after State. The court
decisions have defined “courts of rec-
ord” not only as a court which makes
a record of its proceedings, not only as a
court that has a seal but also such courts
as are so defined in those jurisdictions
in accordance with State constitutions
and State laws.

If you should adopt this amendment
and use only the words “State courts of
record,” then you might just as well
strike out the entire title. Any State
that is now discriminating can continue
to do so by having its State legis-
lature or its State constitution legis-
late that no court is a court of rec-
ord or that only certain State courts are
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courts of record. By that simple expedi-
ent, they then permit the very discrimi-
nation to continue that we are trying to
stop by title II. :

Let us be forthright and frank about
this. If you do not want title II then
vote for this amendment. If you sup-
port the principle of title II then you
must vote down this amendment so that
in any State court in which a jury may
be impaneled or where the right exists to
have a jury make a determination, there
will be no diserimination in the impanel-
ing of that jury.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WAGGONNER. It would appear
to me that under the constitution of the
State of New York there is some discrim-
ination against some of the legally con-
stituted courts. It would appear to me
further that the solution to the problem
of the State courts in the State of New
York would lie in the revision of the
State constitution to make courts of rec-
ord those courts created since 1895 as
well as those created prior to 1895.

But I do not believe the gentleman
would suggest that the Federal Govern-
ment do that for the State of New York.
In effect, that is what he is suggesting
if he leaves title II as it now is. The
gentleman I must say has demonstrated
he has no concern for States rights.

Mr. MULTER. On the contrary, I am
suggesting that we should have one law
against discrimination in the impanel-
ing of juries throughout the country in
every State court as well as in every Fed-
eral court. There is no reason why we
should wait for a change of law to frus-
trate this proposed amendment in the
State of New York or in the State of Ala-
bama or in the State of Pennsylvania or
in the State of Wisconsin or in any num-
ber of other States that are named in
Bouviers, with case clted. The adoption
of this amendment would frustrate what
we are trying to do. There is no need for
us to wait for a State law or for a State
legislature to adopt a new law to con-
form to the change sought by a bad
amendment.

What we need to do is to make our jury
systems conform in practice to the pro-
visions of title II. That is not an in-
vasion of State rights. It merely com-
pels the dissident States to conform to
the overriding moral principles enunci-
ated in the U.S. Constitution.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demand by Mr. HUNGATE), there
were—ayes 52, noes T3.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAMER

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CrAMER: On
page 52, line 25, strike the word “may"” and
insert: "is authorized, after giving notice of
such denial or abridgement to the appropri-
ate State officials, and after certifying that
he is satisfied that such authorities have had
reasonable time to adjust the conditions
alleged in such notice, to”.
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amendment is a very simple one and, I
might add, basically, as my minority
views indicate, I am in support of the
basic concept of title II. But I think it
goes too far and does not protect the
rights and interests of the judges of the
States or those who have the responsi-
bility of constituting the panel from
which juries would be selected. My
amendment would simply require the
Attorney General to give notice before
he can bring an action in the Federal
court—on his own motion, without any
complaint from anyone—as the result of
any single act by any single judge at any
" level, including the justice of the peace,
coroner’s judge, or what-have-you. Be-
cause of that single act of that person,
because a judge or a jury commissioner
excluded someone because of race, color,
or creed, intentionally or otherwise, the
provisions of that title come into effect.
That is the broad sweep of this title.

Under my amendment, the Attorney
General would be required to give notice
to that official and advise him that, as far
as an exclusion having taken place or is
taking place in the constitution of the
panel, he should correct it. That is all
the amendment would do.

We are dealing with the separation of
powers under the Constifution in a verti-
cal—as compared to horizontal plane. I
speak of the vertical separation of
powers—Federal, State, and local. We
have tried to preserve the separation of
powers and recognize that a person duly
elected to State office—to a judgeship—
should at least be given notice before the
heavy hand of the Federal Government
is brought down upon him through the
Attorney General for any single act or
omission on his part, intentional or
otherwise, in the selection of a panel
from which a jury is selected. That is all
the amendment would do.

Now, what are the precedents? I of-
fered a similar amendment in 1964 to
title VI relating to the withholding of
funds, and it was adopted. That is one
precedent. I shall read it to you from
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The amend-
ment was adopted on the floor of the
House as amended. Again I emphasize
that we are dealing with public officials;
we are not dealing with a pattern or
practice. We are dealing with a single
act, and in most instances in legislating
in the past, when those conditions
existed, we have always required that the
local officials be first notified to put their
own house in order first. As I have said,
we did it in title VI, Public Law 88-352,
by an amendment I offered on the floor
of the House, which read as follows:

No such action shall be taken—

Meaning the withholding of funds—

until the department or agency concerned
has advised the appropriate person or per-
sons of the failure to comply with the re-
quirements and has determined that compli-
ance cannot be secured by voluntary means.

That is the first precedent.

What is another precedent in the 1964
Civil Rights Act? School integration.
In that instance, and wisely so, the Con-
gress wrote in a requirement that the
parties must be notified. You are deal-
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ing with public officials. ¥You are dealing
with a single act, not a pattern or prac-
tice. What does it say? It states that—
and again this is the act of 1965—and
this is title IV—

The Attorney General is authorized, after
giving notice of such complaint to the appro-
priate school board or college authority, and
after certifying that he is satisfled that such
board or authority has had a reasonable
time to adjust to conditions alleged in such
complaint—

Only then can he institute the suit.

That is precedent No. 2.

There is a third precedent relating to
the FEPC—instances where you are deal-
ing with officials. This is an instance
where you are dealing with employers.
I am reading again from the act of 1964,
the FEPC title:

The commission shall furnish such em-
ployer, employer’s agency or labor organiza-
tion with a copy of the charge.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CRAMER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. CRAMER. Then, if a State has
an FEPC commission that commission
must be notified. So throughout the 1964
civil rights amendment, we wrote in the
requirement that when we are dealing
with a public official, before the heavy
hand of the Federal Government shall be
brought down on that local State of-
ficial—and I am sure we can all under-
stand what that means to that individual
politically and what it means to his
carrying out his responsibilities of the
office to which he was elected—that the
Federal Government must first notify
him. In thisinstance, it must notify him
that the Attorney General feels that
there has been someone excluded from
the panel because of race, color, or creed.

Is that too much to ask? Is anything
unreasonable about that? Do we want
to completely obliterate the Federal-
State relationships in this great govern-
ment of ours? If we do, then we should
enact it without this amendment.

But the precedent shows that such an
amendment has been adopted in the past.
It should be in this instance. I just do
not know how many people appreciate
just how far this title goes. For instance,
in the State of Florida, a coroner’s judge,
since there is a necessity for a coroner’s
jury, can exclude somebody inadver-
tently, and based upon that the Attorney
General can bring an action and strike
down the entire Florida State statute
relating to juror qualifications. It can
strike down these requirements under
the Florida statutes based upon that one
single act and subsitute what the court
determines are “objective standards”—
a phrase appearing in the bill under the
title “Appropriate Relief,” on page 53,
where it says the court can completely
substitute its own judgment, its own “ob-
jective standards” for any subjective
standard or objective standard being used
by the State, even though that standard
was not employed to discriminate.

I hope I can put that point across. If
a State does not discriminate on the basis
of good moral character, for instance,
or use that as a vehicle for doing so, even
the good moral character can be stricken
down—and the majority report so states.
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The court has the power under title IT
to completely nullify the State law on the
basis of one single act of one single judge
in one single instance.

If there is one error, intentional or
otherwise, the judge should be given a
chance to correct it. We are talking
about the judiciary and the judge. I do
not know of many judges who do not
carry out their responsibilities to the
fullest, and who do not intend to do so.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, what the amendment
submitted by the gentleman from Florida
purports to do is to place two precondi-
tions on the Attorney General before he
can bring a suit. This does not exist in
the present voting rights area. Nor does
this exist in the area of public facilities.

It merely is another delaying action
and places an obstacle in the path of
the Attorney General in an area where
it is absolutely necessary for him to
bring suit easily in order to determine
whether or not there is discrimination.

I believe that to adopt this would
change the statutory provisions govern-
ing the Attorney General’s power to sue
that exists in other areas. Moreover, we
do know that the Attorney General at
the present time does give notice to the
i:a.rties alleged to be in violation of the

aw.

He gives them a reasonable time to
adjust the alleged unlawful conditions.
Indeed, the Attorney General gives
much time and effort to trying to obtain
voluntary cooperation.

‘We feel that the amendment, attempt-
ing to set up preconditions—these ob-
stacles—could hamper the very purpose
of the section. For that reason the
amendment should be defeated.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Is it not
reasonable to assume that the Attorney
General, before he would institute any
action, would make some investigation
of what the problem might be?

Mr. RODINO. We know that is the
case. That has been the case. The At-
torney General makes a practice of it.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And be-
fore he does institute actions certain in-
vestigations must be made, and he uses
his own good judgment and discretion
in the matter. Why add an extra bur-
den toit?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chalrman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I presume that it might
be a waste of time to point out some of
the things I feel we should think about
at this moment; but we have never faced
a more serious situation. The American
people have had enough of trials being
delayed, the guilty going free on techni-
calities, property being destroyed, our
police being pushed around. They have
a right to expect us to do something to
restore law and order, for involved is the
destruction of responsible government.

Here we are with the greatest wave
of lawlessness facing our country all
across the land, and yet the Congress,
which should take to heart its own re-
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sponsibility, is busy spending days and
days protecting the rights of the irre-
sponsible to serve on juries. Now, is
that not a ridiculous thing for us to do,
when we should be busy trying to make
punishment for crime more certain?

So far as this amendment is concerned,
if I understand it correctly, it would pro-
hibit the Attorney General from filing
suit prior to giving notice to the local
court or jury commissioner, and giving
them an opportunity to meet any defects.
The amendment is sound.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present. .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. One hundred and twenty-six
Members are present, a quorum.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WHIT-
TEN was allowed to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may
I say, after having listened to the debate
and after having read the bill and the
report, apparently the jury provisions
are predicated upon a feeling on the part
of some people that in five, six, or seven
criminal cases, perhaps there should
have been convictions when there were
not.

This bill will not improve anything.
We find in today’'s newspaper reports
from at least 8 or 10 States throughout
the Nation where on yesterday criminals
were running wild, destroying lives and
property. We read of the deplorable
murder of the young nurses and of the
16 persons who were killed in Texas yes-
terday. Murders, which could well have
been generated by the news of killings
which have recently filled newspapers,
radio, and TV. I say to you that while
there is a wave of lawlessness across the
United States we are finding the courts
of this land, instead of trying to help to
see that the general public is protected
suddenly finding in the Constitution of
the United States new court created
rights which give the defendant addi-
tional chances to avoid punishment for
his crime. We see on every hand the
courts getting away from the rule on
which orderly government was built, a
general rule to the effect that if the ree-
ord clearly showed the guilt of the de-
fendant beyond a reasonable doubt, he
or she was not released on the public on
some technicality and particularly a
technicality raised by the Appellate or
Supreme Court itself.

I say to you again, it is said that Nero
fiddled while Rome burned. It strikes
me that is about what we are doing
here. At a time when our country is be-
coming the vietim of the eriminal, when
our wives and daughters and we our-
selves are afraid to walk our streets, we
find the Congress spending these hours
and days trying to protect the rights of
irresponsible persons to sit on a jury.
I say to you again, this is something we
should seriously consider. These crim-
inals are destroying our country. It is
high time we showed a little discrimina-
tion or judgment not only in the selec-
tion of jurors, but of judges—if we are
to stop this wave of lawlessness. We
have had lots of legalistic arguments on
this bill because many of us are law-
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yers—it is fine for the lawyer, and for
the record perhaps—but = say to you that
the message is just not getting over to
the country or to the Congress. We need
to do something about crime and crim-
inals. We need to make punishment
more certain. We need to put the rights
of an orderly, and law-abiding society
ahead of the whims of the Supreme
Court. The Constitution is the same.
The trouble is that the Court suddenly
claims new found rights of a defendant
in our original Constitution, the result
of which is to make it harder and harder
to punish those who are clearly guilty.
I say that it is time to wake up here and
quit fiddling. Rome is certainly burning,
and if you do not believe it, read today’s
newspapers.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto conclude at 2:45.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

Mr, WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WHITENER. Would the Chair re-
state the request? As I understand it,
it is for this amendment, not for the title.

Mr. RODINO. This amendment and
all amendments thereto.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my objection.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. RODINO. Mr, Chairman, I move
that all debate on this amendment and
all amendments thereto conclude at 2:45.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from New
Jersey that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close at 2:45.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
did not intend to be standing. There-
fore, if you would like, the Chairman may
strike my name and give my time to
someone else who was standing.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask that my name be stricken. I wason
my feet for purposes of entering an
objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The requestsof the
gentlemen are noted.

The gentlemen remaining will be rec-
ognized for approximately 212 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Ryan] for 2%
minutes.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment which is
another effort to weaken this bill, an-
other effort to dilute title II which in my
judgment is already weak and which will
not prove effective in accomplishing the
purpose of title I and title II.

The purpose of this title and the pur-
pose of title I is to insure that juries
throughout this Nation will represent a
cross section of the population.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the means
which have been adopted by title II will
not insure that the end will be accom-
plished.

In general, there are two ways in which
this purpose can be accomplished: one,
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through judicial enforcement and, see-
ond, through administrative enforce-
ment. Judicial enforcement means a
case-by-case determination of diserimi-
nation in jury selection in each county.
Administrative enforcement would mean
an objective, swift and accurate frigger-
ing of a mechanism for remedying jury
discrimination whenever it exists.

Mr, Chairman, I believe that we should
have learned from the past experience
with voting rights legislation. The laws
enacted in 1957 and 1960 were ineffective.
Finally, we enacted the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 which provided a so-called
automatic trigger to deal with the prob-
lem of insuring the right to vote.

Mr. Chairman, a case-by-case, county-
by-county method of litigation simply
did not work.

Chief Justice Warren summarized the
experience of the earlier laws in an in-
troduction to the Supreme Court’s unan-
imous opinion upholding the constitu-
tionality of the Voting Rights Aet of 1965
in South Carolina against Katzenbach
on March 7, 1966.

The previous litigution has proved inef-
fective for a number of reasons. Voting suits
are unusually onerous to prepare, sometimes
requiring as many as 6,000 man-hours spent
combing through registration records in
preparation for trial. Litigation has been ex-
ceedingly slow, in part because of the ample
opportunity for delay afforded voting officials
and others involved in the proceedings.
Even when favorable declsions have finally
been obtained, some of the states affected
have merely switched to discriminatory de-
vices not covered by the Federal decrees or
have enacted difficult new tests designed to
prolong the existing disparity between white
and Negro registration. Alternatively, cer-
taln local officials have defled and evaded
court orders or have simply closed their
registration offices to freeze the voting rolls.

The House report of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 made the same point:

Four years (to press a voting suilt) is too
long. The burden is too heavy, the wrong
to our citizens too serious, the damage to
our national conscience is too great not to
adopt more effective measures than exist to-
day. Such is the essential justification for
the pending bill.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the early vot-
ing laws did not work because they re-
quired individual suits in each of the
counties charged with diserimination.
The same situation exists in proceedings
dealing with jury selection. Suits are
expensive to bring; they allow for end-
less delaying tactics; and there is no
guarantee that the district judege will be
more helpful than the local jury com-
missioner.

Mr. Chairman, for this reason, I in-
troduced a State jury selection bill, H.R.
14111, which would have used a proce-
dure similar to the “automatic trigger”
of the Voting Rights Act.

My bill would require that all coun-
ties affected by the Voting Rights Act
ﬁgep very careful records of their jury

ts.
The Attorney General would then be
empowered to certify to the Civil Service
Commission for the assignment of Fed-
eral jury commissioners if the records
showed that the discrepancy between the
number of eligible Negroes in the county
and the number of Negroes on the jury
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list was greater than three to two; or the
county failed to comply with the record-
keeping requirement; or a previous court
decision had found that the county's
juries were segregated; or the county
had ceased to use voter registration lists
to select jurors after passage of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Mr, Chairman, there can be no ques-
tion about the constitutionality of the
so-called automatic trigger, which was
specifically held constitutional in the
unanimous Supreme Court opinion in
South Carolina against Katzenbach. In
that decision, which was written by Mr.
Chief Justice Warren, it was explained
that the Voting Rights Act “prescribes
remedies for voting discrimination which
go into effect without any need for prior
adjudication.” This was clearly a legiti-
mate response to the problem, the Chief
Justice wrote, “for which there is ample
precedent under other constitutional
provisions.”

Mr. Chairman, I predict that this bill
will need to be supplemented in years to
come. While I v/ill support title IT with
the understanding that the Attorney
General will prosecute it with extreme
vigor, I cannot share the enthusiasm
of those who proclaim that this measure
will end discrimination in the courts of
this land. Since the Judiciary Commit-
tee did not adopt the use of an “auto-
matic trigger,” I am afraid that any
complete solution to the problems of seg-
regated juries will have to await the
action of a later Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Chairman, may I re-
quest of the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. Ropino]l, additional time?

The CHAIRMAN. Time is regulated.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. CorMAN].

Mr, CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would refer to the statement of the
gentleman from Florida, who does not
know any judees who do not carry out
the law. I do not know any attorneys
general who would not either. So there
will never be a case under those cir-
cumstances.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the
gentleman from Mississippl [Mr. WaIT-
TEN], who indicated that we are attempt-
ing to get irresponsible persons to sit on
the jury, our only contention is that you
cannot tell automatically that the man
is irreponsible because of the color of his

But, Mr. Chairman, more importantly,
it is vital that we move expeditiously in
these cases in order to protect the rights
of both parties, the State and the de-
fendant in a criminal case, or the plain-
tiff and the defendant in a civil action.

Mr. Chairman, that is the reason we
should not impede the action of the At-
torney General to move swiftly in these
cases where he needs to act, and to do
not.hing which would impede such action.

Chairman, it is up to the judge
to decide whether that action is meri-
torious.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge the
defeat of the amendment and I yield back
the balance of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Dowpyl.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to yleld my time to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
CRAMER].

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
CRAMER].

Mr, CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, very
briefly the objective of my amendment
is very simple because it is to provide
that the official involved, meaning a
judge in most cases, shall be notified be-
fore an action is brought by the Attorney
General, This is being done pursuant
to the precedents of the 1964 Civil Rights
Act in which there was written in on the
floor a similar provision, in an amend-
ment which I offered to the withholding
of funds under title VI, as well as the two
other instances that I previously stated.

I think it is fully justified in view of
the broad scope and breadth of the power
of the court in the action it can take in
relation to all jury qualifications in all
States and in a particular State to strike
down that State statute in toto as it re-
lates to jury qualifications including, for
instance:

In the State of California the require-
ment of ordinary intelligence. The State
of Florida—good moral character.
Maine—good moral character and in-
tegrity. Massachusetts—good moral
character. New York—good character
and proved integrity and sound judg-
ment. Texas—sound judgment and good
moral character. Wisconsin—esteem in
the community as to good character and
sound judgment.

All of the foregoing qualifications can
be stricken down as proper tests for
jurors on the decision of the court based
upon a misuse, intentionally or other-
wise, of a single standard by a single
judge in a single act.

That broad scope being in the bill, I
say it should at least be required as it
was in the 1964 Civil Rights Act, that a
judge be advised when the Attorney Gen-
eral thinks he has done wrong, inten-
tionally or otherwise. It should be cor-
rected. It is not too much to ask the
separation of powers be properly pre-
served between Federal, State, and local
governments bringing in the heavy hand
of the Attorney General.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mc-
CuLLocH].

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Florida has pointed
out part of the 1964 act which I had
intended to cite.

There is precedent for the amendment
that is offered by the gentleman from
Florida. I should like to quote the very
language in that act. Section 602 in
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964:

Compliance with any requirement adopted
pursuant to this sectlon may be effected (1)
by the termination or refusal to grant or to
continue assistance under such program or
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activity to any reciplent as to whom there
has been an express finding on the record,
after opportunity for hearing, of a failure
to comply with such requirement, but such
termination or refusal shall be limited to the
particular political entity, or part thereof
or other recipient as to whom such finding
has been made and, shall be limited in its
effect *= & *

Mr. Chairman, I think it is in the in-
terest of good relations between the Fed-
eral Government and the States and po-
litical subdivisions thereof that the
States and political subdivisions always
be given an opportunity to mend the er-
ror of their ways. That is exactly what
this amendment would do. It is a good
amendment; we should adopt it.

Mr, Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. Ropino].

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret that I must disagree with the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, the situation that he
refers to is not one which involves a law
suit, it concerns the curtailment of Fed-
eral assistance under title VI of the 1964
act. There are ample precedents for the
provision in title II, in the voting rights
area and the public facilities area where
the Attorney General does not need to
give notice and where no preconditions
to sue are required.

I think for all the reasons stated, when
you consider that this involves a basic
question as to whether or not discrimina-
tion State jury selection exists, I be-
lieve that we must not in any way delay
and we must not place any obstacles in
the way. For that reason, Mr. Chair-
man, I believe the amendment should
be defeated.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I think
in all fairness the gentleman will agree
that the two instances he cited involve
the necessity of proving a pattern of
practice, not a single act, which is the
case we are talking about here. That is
why the difference exists, where there is
a single act of a public official, there is
always notice required.

Mr. RODINO. No pattern of practice
is required.

Mr. CRAMER. For the Attorney Gen-
eral to act it requires a pattern of
practice.

Mr. RODINO. Not to institute a suit.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CRAMER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Ropmino) there
were—ayes, 86, noes 58.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Cramer and
Mr. RODINO.

The Committee again divided, and the
Bgllers reported that were ayes 118, noes

'Bo the amendment was agreed fo.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITENER

Mr. WHITENER. Mr, Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITENER: On
page b5, lines 22 and 23, after “engaged”,
strike out “or is about to engage”.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would be to subsection 202
(a) of title IT on page 52 of the bill. It
would merely strike out the words “or
is about to engage” on lines 22 and 23
of the bill.

I had the privilege of attending a great
university, Duke University, where we
have a very fine department on extra-
sensory perception. Our school was a
pioneer in this field, which I believe now
is called parapsychology.

So far as I know, the distinguished
Attorney General of the United States
did not have the privilege of getting
training in—nor do I know of any special
gift he has in—extrasensory perception.
Yet if we followed the committee bill in
this regard we would require that the
Attorney General of the United States in
the future exercise this rather fantastic
sixth sense of extrasensory perception.
We are telling him in this bill that if
someone is about to engage in an act
which would deny or abridge any right
set forth in section 201 of the bill it is his
duty to run down to the courthouse and
bring a suit in the U.S. district court to
stop this person that his extrasensory
capacity has caused him to believe is
about to engage in such an act or prac-
tice.

Now, my friends, if we strike this lan-
guage, we shall not do any violence to any
legitimate intention that any proponent
of the bill could possibly have. If the
amendment is agreed to the Attorney
General would still be empowered as
follows:

Whenever there are reasonable grounds to
believe that any person has engaged.

In other words, the Attorney General
does not have to know that someone has
engaged in a violation of section 201,
even if my amendment is adopted. The
only thing he would have to do is to have
“reasonable grounds to believe.” “Prob-
able cause,” I suppose, would be a synon-
ymous expression with “reasonable
grounds.”

Why would anyone feel that the Attor-
ney General ought to try to be a person
with prophetic powers? If we believe
what the proponents have said about the
horrible activities in the several States
in this field of jury discrimination, then
he is going to have his hands full just
handling those already doing it, without

hunting new fields to conquer.

I note that our committee chairman
[Mr. CeLLErR] is unavoidably absent at
this time, but I would hope that those
handling the bill would accept this
amendment as being reasonable, and as
saying to the Attorney General, “We
are not going to 7require you to
do an impossible thing; that is, to try
to read the minds of or predict a future
action on the part of a jury commissioner
or some public official within a State or
a local community.”

I would urge that everyone consider
this amendment seriously, because it is
offered in a serious way, as others I have
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offered have been. I believe it would im-
prove the bill some. I believe the bill is
beyond redemption, but this at least
would make it a little less bad. I know
that even those who have spoken so elo-
quently for the bill would agree it could
stand a little bit of improvement.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The gen-
tleman now in the well is much more
learned in the law than I. Am I not
correct in my belief that there is a
maxim of equity to the effect that the
law will not in any event enjoin the do-
ing of something that would be in the
nature of a speculative act? Does the
gentleman recall that?

Mr. WHITENER. 1 remember one
maxim to the effect that equity will not
do a vain thing.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. In view
of the fact that this section does call for
the issuance of an injunction or the
granting of relief in equity, I just won-
dered if that would not be an additional
reason or argument in favor of the point
the gentleman now makes.

Mr. WHITENER. I would imagine, if
one were proceeding in equity, that one
would have a difficult time establishing
there was about to be a wrong com-
mitted without a remedy, if dealing in
soothsaying and clairvoyance, as this
would require the Attorney General to
do.

I do not know how an equity court
could grant an injunction upon a belief
asserted by a litigant, and the Attorney
General would be the litigant here.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as much as I am reluc-
tant to do so, I must oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment. Again I repeat I
know that the gentleman sincerely be-
lieves that this language would do the
things he suggests it would do, but 1
think it would do violence here. I direct
the gentleman’s attention to the fact
that in the Voting Rights Act of 1957,
and in the public accommodations sec-
tion, title IT of the 1964 Civil Rights Act,
we find the language, “has engaged in
any act or is about to engage _1 any act
or practice.” This language is there.
To provide otherwise in title IT, T believe
now would actually be to subvert this
very section.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RODINO. Yes. Iyield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. WHITENER. I do not say this to
offend the gentleman but just to point
out to him that I did not vote for the
Voting Rights Act.

Mr. RODINO. I understand that, and
possibly this may be the reason why the
gentleman suggests that we adopt this
very language he points to now. What
we are seeking to do is not only to find
that there has been a wrong done and
there has been discrimination, but we
would want to take some preventive ac-
tion. That is why we use the phrase
“about to engage.”

Mr. Chairman, for that reason I be-
lieve the amendment should be defeated.
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Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

My friends, I do not propose to take
the 5 minutes I am allotted, but I think
it is incumbent on some of us who have
some feeling on this point to make a
few remarks about it. The gentleman’s
amendment is most reasonable, and I
think it should be seriously considered
by everyone. We are not here talking
just for the benefit of hearing our voices.
If you will notice, this section 202 reads
as follows:

Whenever there are reasonable grounds to
believe that any person has engaged or is
about to engage in any act or practice which
would deny or abridge any right secured.

And so on.

How in the name of commonsense can
anyone whether he be a soothsayer, a
clairvoyant, a palm reader, or who follows
the movements of the stars in the sky, or
a fortuneteller or whatever he might be,
determine when some person is about to
engage in an act that they refer to here?
It just does not make commonsense. The
statute would read very well if you elim-
inated the five words specified in the
amendment, that is, “or is about to en-
gage.” The title would then read:
“whenever there are reasonable grounds
to believe that any person has engaged
in any act or practice.” We do not ob-
ject to that. When he is actually en-
gaging in it, it is perfectly all right to
take this action, but when you get out
in the realm of speculation and guess-
work, and away out in dreamland it-
self, and say when someone is about to
engage in something, then I do not
understand how we, as lawyers partic-
ularly, can swallow such a proposal.

Mr. Chairman, I am constrained to re-
fer to a statement by a former Governor
of a State in this great country of ours, a
man who just went out of office, at the
end of 1964, Governor Sanford, of North
Carolina. Governor Sanford was known
as a moderate. Some people even called
him a liberal. He was a great friend of
the junior Senator from New York,
Boesy KENNEDY, and was supported in
his election to the governorship of North
Carolina by the former great President,
Jack Eennedy.

They were great friends and they
thought along the same lines. They had
the same philosophy in most respects.
Just a few weeks ago Governor Sanford,
in speaking to the young lawyers section
of the North Carolina Bar, used this ar-
gument in referring to title II of this bill,
the very vital part of it which we are
now thinking about.

He said:

It is a dangerous precedent that would
alter—

I am quoting—
alter profoundly the relatlon between State
and Federal courts.

Still quoting from Governor Sanford,
he said:

It would not—

I repeat—

It would not Insure convictions where they
are justified and are not now being
obtained.”
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And, Mr. Chairman, to quote him fur-
ther, in part, he said:

And it would upset the proper division of
powers in the American system of govern-
ment.

Mr, Chairman, that is entirely in line
with what Chief Justice Warren said
back in April when he was referring to
some of the legislation that was then
pending in the Congress of the United
States about which Chief Justice Warren
had some serious doubts, and put the
people on notice in this country. He
was speaking to you and to me because
the legislation to which he was referring
was then pending before the Congress.
[t is now pending before the House of
Representatives.

We have been warned about going too
far by the great Chief Justice of this
country, and who could be any more
liberal than he is?

Now, Mr. Chairman, we have a great
Governor who is also a liberal saying that
you will upset the proper division of
powers in the American system of gov-
ernment when you do some of these
things.

And I say that one of the worst things
you could do would be to provide that
the Federal Government take over when
someone is “about to commit an act”
that the statute prohibits—I emphasize
“about to” do so. Again, who is going to
determine when one is about to do some-
thing? Are you going to the palm read-
er, the fortunetellers, or will you look
into the erystal ball?

My friends, this is just commonsense.
Strike out this “about” business, and
leave the statute as it should be, and as
it is in 99 cases out of a hundred.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I regret that I cannot
agree with my able colleague, the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. WHITE-
wER] who has previously spoken.

Mr. Chairman, I submit to the Mem-
bers of the Committee that the language
which he has spoken are words of art.
They are known to every lawyer who has
ever filed a suit in either State or Federal
court seeking injunctive relief, and who
has used such words to prevent the
things that may result in irreparable
damage.

Mr. Chairman, the mere filing of the
suit does not mean that the Attorney
General is going to win his suit. He must
prove the allegations of his complaint.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, if this
amendment is stricken then the Attorney
General, where there is discrimination
in this kind of activity, must wait until it
has occurred, before he can obtain the
injunctive relief which he needs in order
to obtain justice for the people of such
political subdivision.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this title conclude at 3:30.
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- The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I hope that
the gentleman will withdraw his request.
We have gone along here very nicely, and
there have been no dilatory tactics inso-
far as we are concerned here.

Mr. Chairman, there are several
amendments to be considered, I believe
this is an important piece of legislation,
and I realize the impatience of some folk
to help wreck the Constitution. But I
am not one of them. Therefore I be-
lieve we ought to have an opportunity at
least to make a record, and I hope the
gentleman will withdraw his unanimous
consent request.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

How many amendments to title IT are
now pending at the desk?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is in-
formed that there are four pending at
the desk.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw the motion.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WAGGONNER

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WAGGONNER:
On page 58, line 22, after “appropriate”,
strike out remainder of line 22; all of line
23, and all on line 24 through the word
“oceur” and insert in lieu thereof “Federal
official to produce additional evidence dem-
onstrating that such denial or abridgement
did ocecur”.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
this is an amendmenf to section 204
which is the discovery-of-evidence por-
tion of title IT of this proposed legisla~
tion.

Section 204 reads in part:

In any proceeding instituted pursuant to
section 202 of this title or section 1983 of
title 42 of the United States Code, or in any
criminal proceeding in any State court prior
to the introduction of any evidence at trial,
or in any habeas corpus, coram nobis, or
other collateral proceeding in any court with
respect to a judgment of conviction entered
after the effective date of this title, wherein
it is asserted that any right secured by sec-
tlon 201 of this title has been denied or
abridged—

Subparagraph (¢) provides:

(¢) If the court determines (1) that there
is probable cause to belleve that any right
secured by section 201 of this title has been
denied or abridged and (2) that the records
and papers maintained by the State are not
sufficient to permit a determination whether
such denial or abridgment has occurred, it
shall be the responsibility of the appropriate
State or local officials to produce additional
evidence demonstrating that such denial or
abridgment did not occur.

Please note that this section has appli-
cation in any criminal proceeding. I
stress “criminal.”

I would agree that if such evidence is
discovered that action should be taken
prior to the introduction of any evidence
at trial.

I am not an attorney. But I think it
has been an accepted fact in courts of
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justice the world over since the beginning
of time that the accused was presumed
to be innocent until proven guilty. The
language of this section is in direct con-
tradiction to that long-established and
accepted principle. The language of this
section of this legislation presumes guilt
until you prove you are innocent. It
places the burden of proving innocence
upon the accused, and does not properly
place the burden to prove guilt on the
accuser or the Government. The ac-
cused cannot face his accuser. I submit
simply to you that the burden of prov-
ing an individual has had his rights
denied or abridged rests with the appro-
priate Federal official who enters or sup-
ports and prosecutes an accusation, I
challenge any man to say to me that the
principle is unfair or wrong if you want
to maintain the long-established prin-
ciple of presumed innocence until an in-
dividual is proven guilty.

I know what your proponent attitude
is, but you cannot honestly say that you
are fairminded if you want to abolish
that long-established principle that we
have been guided and governed by and
we have lived by to this point if you vote
against this amendment.

I say simply that the burden of proof
should rest with the appropriate Federal
official or Federal agency who enters an
accusation that an individual's rights
have been denied or abridged.

I ask support of this principle. Surely
you are not so prejudiced that you will
commit this rape solely out of the fear
of your mixed-up emotions attached to
the issue of civil rights.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. I should first point out that the
question we are dealing with concerns
discovery of evidence and the proof nec-
essary to prove that there has been a
person excluded from a grand or petit
jury in any State court on account of
race, color, religion, sex, national origin,
or economic status. That is what we
are dealing with here, and by section 202
we would authorize the Attorney General
to institute an action.

In section 203 we outline various types
of relief that may be given. In section
204 we deal with discovery of evidence.

The discovery procedures that are set
forth here provide that the State officials
who have charge of the jury mechanism
are required to set forth certain items
as provided on page 55 under (a) (1),
(2), (3), (4), and (5).

Remember, you are in a court, and
this evidence is required of those who
have charge of the books, those who have
charge of the jury panel, those who are
State officials and have a duty and a
responsibility to perform certain funec-
tions.

I direct your attention to page 56, line
16. The information that the State of-
ficial has is submitted to the judge and
if the judge then finds that there is prob-
able cause that there has been a dis-
crimination because of race, color, creed,
sex, national origin, or economic status,
and that the information submitted by
State officials is insufficient to permit a
determination, then the State officials
must go forward with more evidence.
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All we say then is that having convinced
the judge that there is probable cause
that there has been a violation, the in-
dividual who has charge of the books and
who claims that there has been no dis-
crimination is under obligation to come
forward. We who have practiced law
for many years recognize that when
once you make a prima facie case, the
other side must come forward with the
proof, and that is all we required here.
Hence, I believe the amendment should
be defeated.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, As I understand
this section, as the gentleman has inter-
preted it, the burden of proof initially
is on the Attorney General, and then
after he has assumed the burden of
proof and reasonable cause has been
established, the burden shifts to the other
side to carry the burden forward to es-
tablish that they have complied with the
requirements with regard to the selec-
tion of a jury without discrimination as
to race or color.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The gen-
tleman is eminently correct, and it is
the court that must be convinced of the
probable cause before you come in. That
is the normal process. Hence I believe
the amendment should be defeated.

Mr, EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to
the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Does the
section say “probable cause” or “prima
facie proof”? There is a great deal of
difference between probable cause and
prima facie proof.

Mr, ROGERS of Colorado. When
there is probable cause to believe that
any right secured by section 201 has been
denied or abridged, the provision comes
into effect. He must be convinced there
is “probable cause.”

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. If the
gentleman will yield further, all the
grand jury finds is that there is probable
cause to believe a crime is committed,
and the criminal is bound over to the
court, but that does not shift the burden
of proof. The person stil! is clothed with
the presumption of innocence, because
probable cause is not sufficient to shift
any burden of proof.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment and move
to strike the requisite number of words.

I feel that the House should not be
continually misled about the provisions
that are written in this bill, as brought
here by the committee to be passed on
by this House. What has just been
talked about is “probable cause to be-
lieve.” Probable cause to believe is not
a prima facie case.

But, reading just two or three lines
below this, which was so conveniently
ignored by those opposing the amend-
ment, there is provision that if the rec-
ords the Attorney General has are not
sufficient for him or the court to permit
a determination as to whether or not
such denial has occurred, that there is
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not enough evidence one way or another
to say, then the burden is thrown upon
the defendant to produce evidence show-
ing that it did not occur.

Throughout the debate here it has been
overlooked that this is a criminal action,
that it is a criminal provision that is
being written into the law. Section 201
says “it shall be unlawful to make any
distinction on account of race, color, re-
ligion, and so on, in selection of any
person to serve on a grand or petit jury
in any State. It is unlawful; it is erim-
inal; it is penal.

They are shifting the burden of proof
and denies the presumption of innocence
by the specific wording of this bill. I
do not believe the House should be mis-
led by saying it is a prima facie case.
If it was a prima facie case, this would
not have to be done.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. There is
no such provision.

Mr. DOWDY. What does it mean
when it says it shall be unlawful? Is
that not criminal?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No, that
section provides that such discrimina-
tion is prohibited.

Mr. DOWDY. Sure; it is the nature
of criminal laws that they prohibit.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It is pro-
hibited. The issue is brought before a
court of equity. We do not have a man
on trial for any crime.

Mr. DOWDY. We do not try a man
accused of crime in a court of equity.
We try him in a criminal court.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. But here
we are in a court of equity.

Mr. DOWDY. The only place we can
try a man charged with a crime is in a
court of law. Here we are trying to dis-
cover some evidence for criminal prose-
cution. It cannot be anything else, be-
cause that is all this title deals with, a
violation of law. We cannot require a
man to testify against himself. We can-
not put the burden of proof on the ac-
cused. The burden is on us to convict
him, if we want to convict him of vio-
lating this section 201.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Is there
anything in this court of equity, in the
proceedings, which establishes that the
man is on trial for a crime?

Mr. DOWDY. That is what you are
trying to do. That is what I am com-
plaining about.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Where is
that in this? We know that if we are
going to charge a man with a crime
against a law of the United States, we
have to have an indietment.

Mr. DOWDY. That is the way it
ought to be. I am saying we are not
doing that in this bill. We are taking
him into a court to try to make him
testify against himself.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. We are
taking him into a court of equity. The
gentleman knows what a court of equity

Mr. DOWDY. For violating a crim-
inal law, we want to take a man into a
court of equity?
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Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. This is
not a criminal court here.

Mr. DOWDY. We do. Any person
ought to know that if something is un-
lawful, it is against the law.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Then what
is the penalty provided in title II? If
we have him in a court as a criminal,
what is the penalty?

Mr. DOWDY. Apparently we are
going to try to get him for criminal
intent to violate a law.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The point
is, usually when a man is charged with
a crime, there is also a description of
punishment. There is no punishment
here. There is only an equity action.

Mr. DOWDY. To try to get informa-
tion to punish him for the crime, that
is set up by this bill.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No, I beg
the gentleman's pardon.

Mr. DOWDY. If the gentleman pro-
vides an unlawful act and does not pro-
vide a punishment for it, that is not my
lookout.

I am not talking about that. I am
talking about this amendment, which
puts the burden of proof back upon the
prosecution and preserves for the de-
fendant the presumption of innocence.

The amendment ought to be adopted.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I point out that section 202 refers
specifically to a civil action. The effort
here is to determine in a civil action
whether or not the requirements are
complied with with regard to selecting
a jury without discrimination on the
basis of race or color.

It does seem to me that the informa-
tion as to whether or not the section
has been complied with would be pecu-
liarly within the knowledge and province
of State and local officials who are
charged with providing jurors fo serve
on petit and grand juries. Therefore,
I believe it would be an unconscionable
burden to put on the Federal official to
produce evidence which is peculiarly
within the province of State and local
officials.

I urge that the amendment be
defeated.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLORY. I yield for a question.

Mr. DOWDY. Does the gentleman not
believe that if the prosecution is going
to indulge in a civil action to determine
whether a man is guilty of violation of a
criminal law he ought to be doubly pro-
tected on the presumption of innocence?

Mr. McCLORY. I do not interpret the
section as the gentleman does. I in-
terpret it as a civil action. It states
specifically at the top of page 53 that it
is a civil action, in which the Attorney
General may try to secure preventive
relief, through an injunction or restrain-
ing order or other order which is in-
tended to force compliance with the
policies of title IT or at least secure a
determination as to whether discrimina-
tion has been practiced.

This provision with regard to dis-
covery, of course, relates to information
which, as I say, is within the knowledge
of State and local officials. I would not
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believe it would be possible to place that
full burden on officials who really have
nothing to do with the application of
the law. The guidelines for assuring
fair and impartial jurors without dis-
crimination are set forth in title II. The
responsibility for establishing that these
guidelines are being complied with are
appropriately reposed in State and local
officials.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on title IT and all amendments
thereto close at 4 o’clock.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to object,
how many amendments are there?

The CHAIRMAN. There are three
amendments at the desk, the Chair will
state.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, I move that all debate on title
II and all amendments thereto termi-
nate at 4 o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from
Colorado.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WAGGONNER)
there were—ayes 51, noes 42.

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present. ¢

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman that such an objection
is not valid in the Committee of the
‘Whole.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WHITENER

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITENER:
On page 58, line 21, strike out “it shall be the
responsibility of the appropriate State or
local officlals to produce additional evidence
demonstrating that such denial or abridg-
ment did not occur” and insert “the pro-
ceedings on said issue shall terminate unless
the moving party shall produce evidence
sufficlent to satisfy the court that a right
secured by section 201 of this title has been
denied or abridged.”

The CHATIRMAN. Under the terms of
the motion, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WHITENER] is recognized
for a large 3 minutes.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the Chairman. May I say to the
Chairman that I appreciate the largeness
and the greatness of his conduect as he
has presided over this body during this
rather long and protracted debate, I re-
gret that at this early stage in the pro-
ceedings there seems to be an effort on
the part of some to cut off debate and not
have the matter fully explored. I hope
as they repair to their accustomed places
of rest tonight that they will think about
this and realize that this is not quite the
way to go about legislating.
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The amendment which I have offered,
Mr. Chairman, is not one which is in-
consistent with the established principles
of procedure in the courts. It merely
says that if one comes into court, wheth-
er he be the Attorney General or some
other, contending that the provisions of
section 201 have been denied to any indi-
vidual, that the proceedings on said issue
will terminate unless the moving party
carries the burden of proof not beyond a
reasonable doubt, not by the greater
weight of the evidence, but to the satis-
faction of the court. These words “‘satis-
faction of the court,” have a clear and
definite meaning in the law. It is a de-
gree of proof lesser than the preponder-
ance of evidence or the greater weight of
the evidence. It is certainly a lesser
degree of proof than would be required
to establish a fact beyond a reasonable
doubt. The burden of establishing a
proposition such as the proposition of
unconstitutional conduct on the part of
a local or State jury commission should
be on the one who asserts it, but if we
leave this language as is now set forth in
subsection (c) of section 204, we will
have a situation where an accusation is
made by the Attorney General or by a
litigant, and then he comes into court,
and they drag out everything they have
to offer, and the court will say, “Now,
wait a minute. There is no evidence
whatever here of any discrimination on
the part of these local authorities.”

And, so Mr. Chairman, when that
comes about and the court realizes that
there is no proof, then the court reaches
over the bench and points to the ac-
cused Siate or local community, or their
representative, and says notwithstand-
ing the fact that there is absolutely no
evidence, you gentlemen are going to
have to produce evidence here, additional
evidence, demonstrating that there has
been no denial or abridgement of rights
as set forth under section 201.

Mz, Chairman, it is a nonsensical pro-
vision, and it ought to be amended as
suggested in my amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, & parliamentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentieman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I under-
stand that I have 3 minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I be
recognized for less than a minute, and
reserve the other 2 minutes?

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will state
that the time can only be subdivided into
1-minute periods; no smaller than 1
minute,

The gentleman from Colorado does not
desire recognition?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
be recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment because it is a rehash of the
amendment that we just defeated,
merely stated in other words.

Mr. Chairman, the issue here is what
is “probable cause”; that is, “probable
cause” that discrimination has oeccurred.
That issue must be decided by the court.
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Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I suggest the
defeat of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. WHITENER].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WAGGONNER

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WAGGONNER:

On page 53, lines 18 and 19, strike *, in
addition to any other relief,”.

On page 53, lines 23 and 24, after the word
“which" strike “—(1)".

On page 563, line 25, strike “‘or”.

On page 54, starting on line 1, strike:

“{2) 1s so subjective as to vest in jury
officlals undue discretion to determine
whether any person has satisfied such quali-
ficatlon, or whether a basis exists for ex-
cusing, exempting, or excluding any person
from jury service.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana is recognized for approx-
imately 3 minutes in support of his
amendment. i

Mr, WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, it
has been argued by the proponents that
the operation of section 203 is to allow a
court to fashion an order which reaches
aspects of State juror qualifications
which have not been found to be
discriminatory.

Mr. Chairman, under the language of
that section, if the court finds abridg-
ment or denial of “any right” by the
prohibition, it may order “in addition to
any other relief” suspension of the use
of “any qualification” which “has been
applied in violation of section 201,” as
well as suspension of any subjective
qualification which vests a jury official
with “undue discretion” to assess juror
qualifications.

Mr. Chairman, this amounts fto an
automatic triggering device that pre-
sumes such standards will be misused if
any discriminatory act appears.

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that in
view of the 33 States which include such
subjective qualifications in their laws,
this presumption is unwarranted. Ob-
viously, requirements such as “good
moral character” are within the scope of
proper qualifications a State may impose
as prerequisite to jury service.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that in the
absence of evidence before the Congress
of wholesale abuse of such standards the
statute should be amended to allow only
such relief as is appropriate according
to the facts of the particular case, and
should not be wholesale.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask sup-
port of this amendment.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment and I
will use 1 minute of the time allotted to
me and reserve the balance.

Mr. Chairman, let us get the situation
straight as to what we are talking about.
It has already been determined in the
case that there is racial discrimination.
Once that has happened, it should no
longer be a game. We should not in-
vite local authorities to try to find other
ways to perpetuate the racial diserimi-
nation. The law says the relief must be
appropriate. But when appropriate re-
lief demands that we must strike down
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subjective tests, that is what we ought
to do. This ought not to be prolonged
in a cat and mouse game. We should
get on with trying cases with legally and
constitutionally selected juries.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Dowbp¥y].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOWDY

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dowpy: On
page 57, after line 19, insert “(E) No part of
this section 204 shall be construed or used
in such manner as to require any person be
compelled to give evidence against himself”.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I think
the fact has been lost sicht of here in
all of the confusion of the last day or two
that this title does not have the same
wording as it had when it came out of
the committee.

As the committee bill came before the
House, section 201 provided:

No citizen shall be excluded from service
as grand or petit juror in any State court on
account of race, color, religion, sex, national
origin, or economic status.

That does not make it a crime. It just
says, “no citizen shall be excluded.”

There was an amendment adopted yes-
terday to strike out section 201 and there
is a new section written in which says:

It shall be unlawful—

That is eriminal—
to make any distinetion on account of race,
color, religion, sex, national origin or eco-
nomic status in the gualification for service
and in the selection of any person to serve
on a grand or petit jury in any state.

Having made this a criminal act, then
we are going to give a right to the Attor-
ney General to go into court to discover
some evidence to bring whatever kind of
criminal action he would have authority
to bring under the wording of section 201.
Then under the provisions of other sec-
tions of the bill, we are going to put the
burden of proof on the accused person,
the defendant, to prove he is innocent
and take away from him the right of the
presumption of innocence. I think it is
only fair and proper that we should put
some limitation in this bill along the lines
of the amendment I have just offered
which will preserve to that accused per-
son, the defendant or the probable de-
fendant, in whatever action the Attor-
ney General is going to bring against
him, the fifth amendment protection
which says that no person shall be com-
pelled in any criminal case to be a wit-
ness against himself.

It is apparent with the violation of
section 201, that is what the Attorney
General will be looking for—evidence to
base a case on. The defendant should
have the right not to be required to
testify against himself.

I do not believe that any other state-
ment is necessary in connection with my
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amendment. I think it should be
adopted to preserve at least for ordinary
people the constitutional rights guaran-
teed in the fifth amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, will the Chair recognize me
at this time for 1 minute and reserve the
balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, the amendment certainly
does nothing more than clutter up the
bill. It is not clear. It is not certain.
At the same time there is no need for us
to fill the bill with useless amendments,
particularly here, where we are dealing
with the records and papers maintained
by the State, and the issue of whether
or not they are sufficient to permit a
determination whether discrimination
has occurred. Hence the amendment
should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Dowpyl.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Dowpy) there
were—ayes 19, noes 50.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WAGGONNER

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
state to the gentleman from Louisiana
that we must proceed through the list of
those who have time allocated. The
gentleman has used his time, If there
is time left, he will be recognized.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
I might yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WAGGONNER:
On page 52, line 15, through page 60, line 6,
strike out all of Title II.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana is recognized for 3 min-
utes in support of his amendment.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
this is a very simple amendment. When
we were debating title I, the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. CaniLL]l, stated,
I think, that a motion to strike an entire
title should come after other efforts to
amend the title had been made, and
not at the beginning of the debate of a
title. This I have done in this instance.

This amendment would strike all of
title IT from this proposal, Title II bars
discrimination in State courts in the
selection of petit and grand jurors. I feel
quite sure we are going to have some sup-
port from the proponents of this legisla-
tion to adopt this amendment, especially
from the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
McCLorY], in view of his impassioned
plea last week to the House to “Please let
us solve all of the problems with regard
to eivil rights we possibly can, as close
to home as we possibly can.”

This affords an opportunity for Mr.
McCrory to do what he has advocated
we do, if, indeed, he meant it in the
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first place. It is ambiguous to the extent
its proponents do not even agree. You
have, the few who are here, heard the de-
bate. It is just as bad as you have been
told as you have voted down good amend-
ments.

But more important than that, this af-
fords a simple opportunity to every Mem-
ber of this House to vote to remove the
proposed interference of the Federal
Government from the State and the local
level in selecting petit jurors and grand
jurors, if indeed you believe in the
preservation of States rights.

Before I am through, let me say that
I have concluded, after listening to the
debate on three civil rights bills since I
have been in the Congress, that there are
not many of you who have any concern
about States rights. Take this right to-
day and what will you take tomorrow?
Why not be men and cast a vote for local
government for a change? Do not keep
pointing your finger at the South. Your
problems are bigger than ours and
whether you believe me or not in the
arena of civil rights you have not seen
anythine yet. The worst is yet to come
and it will be outside the South too as
it is now.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois will be recognized for 3
minutes, if he desires recognition.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. I think
that title II is a very important part of
this bill, and I think the Congress should
lay down guidelines for the selection of
petit and grand jurors in our State
courts.

I know a few years ago, in my own
county, we adopted a jury commissioner
system and provided for the first time
for the selection of jurors from the voters
registration list in a manner similar to
that designated in title I of this bill and
meeting the standards set forth in title
II. There was a great deal of opposition
and many questions were raised. In fact,
a number of the lawyers and even judges
of the courts objected to the system. But
after it was applied and after the law-
yers and the judges recognized the valid-
ity of it, it was received with great en-
thusiasm.

Certainly in this modern day we should
provide people with an opportunity to be
tried by their peers, which means tried
by their equals without regard to race
or color.

I think title II as presented here is a fair
measure. In fact, it follows the amend-
ment that I will propose in regard to
title IV, because it requires the Federal
Government in the first instance to dem-
onstrate that the State court is not ad-
hering to the principles set forth in title
IT before it can substitute its judgment
or require that any change be made with
regard to the State requirements,

Therefore, I believe this is a fair pro-
vision and that the motion to strike title
II should be defeated.

Mr. WHITENER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina for a question.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman,
does the gentleman agree with one legal
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expert who testified before the commit-
tee that under this bill, as far as eco-
nomic status is involved, a millionaire
on trial for shooting craps could raise the
question that in selecting persons whose
names are to be placed in a jury wheel,
they had left out the names of paupers
and hobos?

Mr. McCLORY. I do not know about
the testimony that was given. I was
not there at the time. I do not believe
jurors should be excluded on account
of race and color. That is the problem
we are deciding.

I believe whether a millionaire or a
pauper is on trial, a person should be
entitled to be tried by a jury of his peers,
which means that people are entitled to
jury service without regard to discrimi-
nation on the basis of race or color.

May I add, I know that the testimony
before the committee demonstrated in a
number of counties in some States no
Negro has ever been selected for jury
service. Negroes are going to have an
opportunity to serve on juries for the
first time as a result of this legislation.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr, WAGGONNER].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. WAGGONNER)
there were—ayes 13, noes 60.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III—CIVIL RIGHTS INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

SEc. 301, Whenever there are reasonable
grounds to belleve that any person is about
to engage or continue to engage in any act
or practice which would deprive another of
any right, privilege, or immunity granted, se-
cured, or protected by the Constitution or
laws of the United States on account of such
other's race, color, religion, or national origin,
such other person in his own right, or the
Attorney General for or in the name of the
United States may institute a civil action or
other proper proceeding for temporary or

ent preventive or mandatory relief,
including application for temporary restrain-
ing order or preliminary injunction, perma-
nent injunction, or order requiring posting
of a bond to secure compliance with orders
of the court.

Sgc. 302. Whenever there are reasonable
grounds to believe that any person is about
to engage or continue to engage in any act or
practice which would deny or hinder another
in the exercise of such other's lawful right to
speak, assemble, petition, or otherwise ex-
press himself for the purpose of securing rec-
ognition of or protection for equal enjoy-
ment of rights, privileges, and opportunities
free from discrimination on account of such
other’s race, color, religion, or national origin,
such other person in his own right, or the
Attorney General for or in the name of the
United States may institute a civil action or
other proceeding for temporary or permanent
preventive or mandatory relief, including ap-
plication for temporary restraining order o
preliminary injunction, permanent injunc-
tion, or order requiring posting of a bond
to secure compliance with orders of the court.

Sec. 303. The district courts of the United
Btates shall have jurisdiction of proceedings
instituted under this title and shall exercise
the same without regard to whether the party
bringing the action shall have exhausted ad-
ministrative or other remedies that may be
provided by law. The United States shall
be liable as would be a private person for
‘costs in such proceedings.
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Mr. ROGERS of Colorado (interrupt-
ing the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of title III be dispensed with, that it be
considered as read, printed in the
Recorp, and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title III?

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] Ninety-one
Members are present, not a quorum. The
Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 195]
Ashley Hays Nedzl
Baring Holland O'Brien
Carey Huot Pike
Celler Ichord Powell
Clark Jones, Mo. Resnick
Clevenger Karth Rogers, Tex.
Conable King, N.¥Y. Rooney, Pa.
Dent Kirwan Rosenthal
Derwinskl Kupferman Roudebush
Edwards, La. Landrum Shriver
Ellsworth Leggett Smith, Callf,
Evins, Tenn, Macdonald Toll
Fallon Mackie Tuten
Fogarty Miza Vigorito
Gray Morris Willis
Hall Morrison
Harvey, Ind. Murray

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Borring, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill H.R. 14765, and finding itself with-
out a guorum, he had directed the roll
to be called, when 383 Members re-
sponded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. POFF

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Porr: On page
60, starting with line 7 the word "TITLE",
strike out all the language down to and
including page 61, line 18, the word “pro-
ceedings”.

Mr. POFF., Mr, Chairman, my first
two categorical statements with refer-
ence to title ITT are: First, that it was not
requested by the administration and did
not appear in the bill introduced in the
Congress at the request of the adminis-
tration; and, second, that title III, as it
now appears in the bill, was never the
subject of committee hearings at any
point, either by the subcommittee or the
full committee.

Having said that much, I believe it is
important to review the history of title
IIT since it was first conceived in 1957.

I pause parenthetically to say that the
title III included in the bill in 1957 is not
the same as title IIT which now appears
in the bill.
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In 1957 the bill passed the House of
Representatives but was rejected in com-
mittee in the Senate.

In 1960 when the civil rights legisla-
tion was under consideration the matter
lay dormant.

In 1963 title IIT was included in the
original bill but was limited in its appli-
cation to the desegregation of public fa-
cilities and the power of the Attorney
General to intervene in equal protection
cases.

In 1965 the gentleman from New York,
now the mayor of the city of New York,
Mr. Lindsay, offered what came to be
known as a free speech amendment, and
that amendment, which was in some re-
spects similar to title III, was rejected
in the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

However, I would not want it to be
thought that there is any exact parallel
between the title IIT as it has been con-
sidered on the floor of the House hereto-
fore and title ITII as it appears in the
present bill, Title III as it appears in
this bill is infinitely broader in concept,
in coverage, and in consequence than the
original title ITI.

Let me be specific.

First, in 1957 the Attorney General was
empowered to bring a lawsuit for an in-
junction in advance of a wrongful act,
but he could do so only against persons
who were acting under color of law,
Title IIT in the bill today would permit
the Attorney General to bring such suits
against any person, including a private
citizen, whether or not acting under color
of law.

Second, in 1957 the title was restricted
essentially to the power on the part of
the Attorney General to bring suits for
the purpose of desegregation of public
facilities. Today there is no such limita-
tion; rather, the Attorney General could
bring suit for an injunction on his own
motion and without complaint on the
part of the aggrieved private citizen to
protect any right, privilege or immunity
granted to citizens by the Constitution
or by the laws of the United States.

Third, in 1957 a private citizen was not
granted the authority to bring this rath-
er unusual suit, in advance of the wrong-
ful act, for an injunction. Title III of
the bill today would permit not only the
Attorney General but the private citizen
as well to bring this extraordinary action
in the courts.

Finally, since 1957 many new laws
have been added to the statute books, and
for that reason the application and the
consequences of title III would be in-
finitely broader.

Let me explain in more explicit de-
tail what I mean by that.

Under the public accommodations title
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 the At-
torney General was empowered to bring
the suit, but he was empowered to bring
that suit only in the event he could show
that there was a pattern or practice of
discrimination on account of race, re-
ligion and so forth.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Porr was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)
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Mr. POFF. However, if title IIT of the
present bill is passed, the Attorney Gen-
eral will have the power to bring the
suit on account of any single act or prac-
tice on the part of any single individual.

He would not be required to establish
that there was a pattern or practice of
discrimination.

Now, bringing the matter nearer to
home, if title IV of the bill, which we will
hopefully consider tomorrow, is enacted,
it would be possible for the Attorney
General to bring a lawsuit under title IIT
of this bill against any individual in ad-
vance of the commission of a wrongful
act. He would not be required to wait,
under title III, as he would under title IV,
until the wrongful act is committed, but
rather can proceed to bring the suit in
advance of the commission of the dis-
criminatory housing practice.

Finally, section 302 of this title is a new
form of another perennial civil rights
measure. It proposes injunctive relief to
protect certain first amendment rights
but only in civil rights contexts. It has
been rejected in earlier bills considered
by the Congress and should be rejected
again. There is no need, I suggest, to
create a preferential class of first amend-
ment rights. Why should one person
threatened with the loss of the right of
free speech or free press be denied the
services of the Attorney General while
another person under this bill would en-
joy those services if a civil rights con-
frontation is involved?

Mr, KASTENMEIER. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POFF. If I have any time re-
maining, I am happy to yield to the gen-
tleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly agree with
my colleague and friend from Virginia
that this was not a title that was re-
quested by the administration. I hardly
think that, however, is an argument
which would have a great deal of weight
with him, and I am surprised that it is
one which is advanced. It is, however,
the same title IIT introduced by approx-
imately 20 Members of the House on this
side of the aisle earlier this year and in
advance of the administration’s civil
rights proposals for this year. It is a
title which is advocated as necessary by
those actively working in the field of
civil rights. In its first section it pro-
vides broad injunctive relief for persons
threatened with the denial of equal
rights and protection and affords the At-
torney General the power to bring suits
for injunctive relief.

Our distinguished friend from Vir-
ginia complains that there have not been
hearings on this title. I think, however,
if there has ever been a legislative pro-
posal which in its broad outlines has been
thoroughly heard and discussed on both
sides of the Capitol, it is title III or part
III. It had its inception during the
Eisenhower administration in the 1957
act, which was a broad act and much
broader, for instance, than the Lindsay
free speech amendment of last year. It
has been the subject of numerous state-
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ments before the Committee on the Ju-
diciary as well as debated on the floor
of the House in the past. I think you
cannot say in fairness that there have
been no hearings on the principle, al-
though I certainly concede as to this
particular language it has not been heard
this year. The principle has been re-
peatedly debated and discussed. In the
words of our distinguished colleague in
the other body, it is an idea whose time
has come. In comparing it with the
1957 act which passed this House under
the leadership of the distinguishd gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLocH],
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary, and the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CELLER], I think you can
see a very clear historical relationship.
At the time of introducing the free speech
amendment last year, the gentleman
from New York, Mr. Lindsay, said that
the 1957 act covered Bill of Rights con-
tests from A to Z.

And that was correct. And this does
no more than that. It covers the Bill
of Rights guarantees from A to Z, and
that is what we want to do, and that
is what we ought to do. That is all we
have a responsibility to do.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the point has
been made that this imposes or grants
to the Justice Department extraordinary
powers.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that I do
not recall ar. Attorney General coming
before us and asking for any extraordi-
nary powers.

On the contrary, Mr. Chairman, this
is an obligation which the Congiess may
impose upon the shoulders of the At-
torney General, and we expect him to
carry it out in a responsible way.

Now, again, Mr. Chairman, touching
upon the argument that this is not the
1957 act, of course it is not. This year’s
title III is an updating of the original
proposal. It is designed to implement
and supplement title V which affords the
protection of criminal laws for certain
specified activities, protected by Fed-
eral laws and by the Constitution.

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, title III
would do two things. One, it would al-
low preventive relief to preclude the ap-
plication of force and violence in those
cases where it was clear that such force
or violence was bound to occur. The
argument is sound that in such basic
matters a citizen should not need to be
made to suffer a erime if it is foreseeable
and if it can be prevented by timely
court action. This is, in a sense, the ap-
plication of the doctrine known to all
lawyers of the last clear chance when
it can be seen that a collision is about
to occur. Under this title you can ap-
ply for an injunction before the impact
and you can prevent the collision from
occurring.

Mr. Chairman, that is certainly better
than indicting someone for the commis-
sion of a crime and punishing him as a
criminal. A criminal conviction of the
offender is small comfort to those who
have suffered irreparable physical and
material damage after the fact, espe-
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cially when the ounce of prevention may
be available,

Mr. Chairman, we have the last clear
chance here to avoid these crimes and,
through the adoption of this title III,
we have got to embrace that chance.

Mr. Chairman, title III would also ap-
ply in those situations where force or
violence was not contemplated, but the
same rights as specified in title III were
sought to be interfered with by other
means.

Mr. ASHMORE, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. MATHIAS. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman, If
the Attorney General should conclude in
his judgment that he has reasonable
grounds to bring an action against some
citizen and the case went to court and
was tried and the citizen who was so
charged with violating the law under
those circumstances were acquitted, is
there any provision contained in this
proposed law whereby that citizen, the
aggrieved citizen, who had been unjustly
and unfairly accused of this act, or of
doing these things, what right does he
have against the Attorney General?

Is there anything contained herein to
protect his rights?

Mr. MATHIAS. Letme respond to my
good friend, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. AsaMore], by saying that
I first of all can hardly accept the judg-
ment of the question that the gentleman
has asked, because the gentleman has
talked about someone being charged
with a erime and accused and acquitted.

This is not a criminal section. This
is a section which provides injunctive
relief. It is a matter in equity. It is a
civil matter. The very purpose is to
avoid getting down into the ecriminal
area.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, what if the
citizen wins the civil suit?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Maryland has expired.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. MATHIAS. 1 yield further to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. ASHMORE. I disagree with the
gentleman from Maryland. Where there
is a crime, and if he performs these
actions in such a manner that he be-
comes in contempt of court within a
criminal suit, but probably he wins the
civil suit, does he have any relief against
the Attorney General who has unjustly
and unlawfully and unrightly accused
him of committing the offense?

Mr. MATHIAS. Well, of course, the
United States—under the language of
the bill, section 303—the United States
would be liable as a private person would
be for the cost of such proceeding.

Mr. ASHMORE. Oh, the cost, but
that has not anything to do with reputa-
tion or character, and when he has
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proven his good character. He has been
damaged by the Attorney General of the
United States.

What right would he have to recover?

Mr. MATHIAS. May I respond to the
gentleman from South Carolina to the
effect that we all, of course, the gentle-
man from South Carolina and myself,
and all of our colleagues, are open to
accusations of many kinds. The court-
house doors are open every day. If we
are discharged from liability, either un-
der a civil or a criminal action, we do
not necessarily have any particular re-
course against those who brought the
actions against us, in the absence of
special circumstances.

This is one of the obligations of living
in a civilized society.

Let me say that this title also might
apply to cases of economic coercion
which are particularly prevalent in some
sections of the country.

Mr. Chairman, there was the recent
news story concerning the eviction of
the tenant farmers who were evicted be-
cause of the way they voted and in some
cases merely because they voted.

Another example is the case of the
woman who was fired by her employer
for the sole reason that she sent her
child to a segregated white school.

Mr. Chairman, these are the unusual
cases which can be reached by the flexi-
ble injunctive method.

I think it is better to take preventive
action in order to try to prevent a crime
rather than rely on the punitive action
of the law after the crime is committed.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Porr].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. ASHMORE),
there were—ayes 34, noes 66.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOWDY

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dowpy: On
page 60 at the end of line 21, add the
following:

“(b) Whenever there are reasonable
grounds to believe that any person, basing
his action on his race, color, religion, or na-
tional origin, is about to engage or continue
to engage in any act which would deprive an-
other of any right, privilege or ilmmunity
granted, secured or protected by the Consti-
tution or laws of the United States, such
other person in his own right, or the At-
torney General of the Btate or States in
which the act is about to be committed or in
which it is being continued, for or in the
name of his State, or thé Attorney General
of the United States for or in the name of
the United States may institute a civil ac-
tion or other proper proceeding for temporary
or permanent preventive or mandatory relief,
including application for temporary restrain-
ing order or preliminary injunction, perma-
nent injunction, or order requiring posting
of bond to secure compliance with orders
of the court.”

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I feel
that title III should have been stricken
from the bill but since it was not and
since it places greater and heavier
burdens and chains upon the law en-
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forcement officers of our various cities,
counties, and States in trying to preserve
the peace, it is only right that this bill
should cut both ways. So anyone who
is claiming fo act in furtherance of his
civil rights, supposedly, and imposing
himself upon other people and depriving
them of their rights and privileges and
immunities, at least those people who are
being so imposed upon should have the
same injunctive relief to protect them as
the rioters and looters have to protect
them. So this amendment is designed
to make the bill cut both ways. This
amendment is an antirioting amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I think if I review a few
statements that have appeared in the
newspapers in recent days and weeks, it
will show that this amendment is re-
quired under the circumstances.

Talking about the last clear chance, as
did the gentleman from Maryland, this
might be the last clear chance, if this bill
passes, that we will have to provide for
any kind of protection from rioters and
looters.

Stokely Carmichael said, according to
an article that appeared in the Washing-
ton Star early last month, in describing
this so-called rights bill—he described it
as totally useless and totally unnecessary.
He spelled out his views in a detailed
statement to the leaders of other civil
rights groups in that he let it be known
that there were going to be more riots
and demonstrations which would include
the rioting, looting, raping, and arson
that has been going on.

He said this:

Any civil rights organization or Congress-
man who works for passage and any legislator
who votes for this bill that we have under
consideration here is sharing in the hypocrisy
of the administration that is asking for the
bill,

About the middle of last month they
had some killings out in Chicago. In
connection with those killings out there,
the Chicago Police Superintendent said:

The time may come when the law-abiding

citizens of this country will have to live in
walled communities.

That was the same day on which the
nurses were killed and street mobs were
rioting for the second straight day, and
when the civil rights spokesmen were
preaching the doctrine that laws that one
regarded as unjust may be violated with
impunity, and he was encouraging the
lawbreakers to raise cries of ‘“police
brutality.”

I say that the police have enough tasks
on their hands today without being fur-
ther burdened with the provisions of this
bill in trying to control criminal activity,
and without being forced to divert their
energies to the suppression of widespread
disturbance and disorder. I am certain
that the Chicago Superintendent of
Police and his department have made all
the efforts they can to preserve the peace,
and at least they deserve the cooperation
of all persons instead of having to defend
themselves from the acts of Congress and
attacks from the rear in their endeavor
to carry out their duties.

There was an editorlal in a Florida
newspaper in which the editorlalist com-
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mented about the situation in Chicago
in the past few days, and they said:

What we have witnessed in Chicago the
past few days, and to & lesser degree else-
where, 18 nothing less than anarchy. If such
outbursts had been stirred up by the Ku Klux
Elan or by some white extremist groups in
the South, we can be quite sure that ...
the liberal elements in Congress would be
fulminating with anger, and that prepara-
tlons would already be under way to dispatch
federal troops into the affected areas to pro-
tect personal property and help preserve law
and order.

But nary a word of condemnation has been
heard . . . in regard to these raclal blowups.
It is almost as if violence-prone Negro ele-
ments of our population have been given
immunity to do whatever they care to do in
order to display their contempt for the law
and their hatred of a social order they want
to change regardless of who gets hurt in the
process and what harm is wrought on the
nation.

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, may I
have 5 additional minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas asks to proceed for an addi-
tional 5 minutes. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered. The gentleman is recognized
for 5 additional minutes.

Mr. DOWDY., I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, I
wonder if the gentleman would state
whether or not his amendment would
cover a suit for an injunction against an
organization—the Eu Klux Klan—which
would be engaged in efforts to deprive
citizens of their rights under the Con-
stitution?

Mr, DOWDY, I think that probably
would be covered in the other part. My
amendment goes only to those people
who are claiming to act in preservation
of their civil rights and injuring other
people and, I do not know, if the claim
was made that they were so acting, I
suppose it would bring the Ku Klux Klan
under my amendment, it would. How-
ever, my amendment is intended to cover
depredators who seek to justify their
misdeeds under the color of civil rights.

Now, to continue the editorial—

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. DOWDY. I yleld to the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. Do you have the lan-
guage of your amendment before you?

Mr. DOWDY. Yes.

Mr. MATHIAS. Will you tell us ex-
actly who would be empowered to take
this action under your amendment?

Mr. DOWDY. The same as in your
proposal. It would affect other people,
except I would also give the State attor-
ney general the same rights.

Mr. MATHIAS. Would the amend-
ment then have the effect of legislating
for State governments and adding addi-
tional powers to the State attorney gen-
erals which they may not have under the
individual codes of the several States?

Mr. DOWDY. No, I do not think so,
no more than glving to private persons
a right to act. I am just trying to pre-
vent the Attorney General——
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Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I want to continue
reading from the editorial. I do not
think the gentleman could add anything
to what I am saying. I will continue to
read from the editorial:

Instead of condemnation and a blunt de-
mand for an immediate halt to this violence,
we get putrid silence. And instead of local
police authorities being praised for risking
their lives to put down these inexcusable
riots, we get more of the pap that the police
are being unnecessarily brutal in the tactics
used to prevent themselves and others from
being killed.

About a week ago there was in the
Christian Science Monitor a picture of
Roy Wilkins, under which he is quoted
as saying:

The 1966 clvil rights bill “will not be suffi-
clent” to prevemt “heartbreaking develop-
ments that could be ugly as well.”

We are getting the statements from
these people that they intend to riot
more. Roy Wilkins seems to frown on
the riots, but his statement would have
the tendency to encourage them.

The Congo radio a few days ago was
commenting on the troubles in Belgium
between the Walloons and the Flemings.
The Congolese Ambassador in Brussels
said he “had been alerted by his Govern-
ment because of the latter’s anxiety
about about the fate of Congolese living
in Belgium in the wake of the tribal con-
flicts and acts of banditry, of which the
country is the scene.” The radio added
that terrorism, banditry, and anarchy
were still in full swing in Belgium “where
tribal incidents continue to rage.”

I wonder how long it will be before
Timbuktu is going to be saying the same
about United States and insist on send-
ing their troops here on the claim to
protect citizens of their country from
terrorism, banditry, and anarchy ramp-
ant in America.

‘This is the one danger in these bills,
and this bill in particular: They promise
the minority groups a complete world.
They are being told that by their own
leaders and by politicians generally.
They are promised that someone will get
them a job, someone will rebuild their
cities, someone will take care of their
families, and someone will give them
equality. That someone, of course, is the
Federal Government. They have been
told that by Federal officlals. The poli-
ticians fell them that the minority
group’s role is to threaten the Govern-
meilt and the Government will do the
rest.

These promises about giving them
everything, of course, are impossible
promises. They are the more so because
these groups are led to believe that their
gratification will come to them instantly
and easily if the bills were passed. Of
course, it is mostly a dream. It is the
stuff of which political victories are
made.

The laws and programs we have passed
already—and this will be another one—
have better served the politiclans who
have invented them than they have
served their supposed beneficiaries. So
who would be surprised at their disap-
pointment and distress?
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We have seen some changes going on
in our country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 2
more minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

Mr. DOWDY. I am going to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No, no.

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized.

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dowp¥].

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
have the time.

There have been some changes going
on in the country here, and those
changes in style are quite astonishing.
Let there be a riot, for instance, and the
questions immediately raised are not how
to help the police contain the riof, but
how to improve the life of the rioter so
they will have something else to riot
about.

If you let a footpad knock off a citizen
in the park, knock him down and kill
him, or knock him about, then he is ap-
prehended and confesses to the offense
he has committed, the important ques-
tion in law is not what punishment this
act merits, but simply whether or not
the criminal had a lawyer before he
talked.

Since we have the law in this country
in such shape as that, the only thing we
have left, the “last clear chance’” men-
tioned heretofore, is to put these protec-
tions in this bill—which bill I do not
like—to try to see if we can preserve
some little right for the great mass of
people here in the United States who are
law abiding and who try to live right and
who try to do right by everybody.

I believe the amendment should be
adopted. I am grateful to my friend, the
distinguished gentleman from Virginia,
for yielding to me some of his time.

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Chairman, I am glad
to speak in favor of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas.

I have not had much to say during
this debate because I wanted others to
have a full opportunity to be heard.

I consider this the antiriot amend-
ment. I hope that it will be adopted.

The Committee has just agreed to title
II, which in effect will deprive the locali-
ties of the power to enforce the law and
to suppress public mischief. The Federal
Government is not in a position to keep
the peace. Title II is an insult to every
trial judee in America. And in tamper-
ing with the jury system, in effect we
héve polluted the pure stream of public
justice.

As I said, if we are going to have this
legislation I consider it highly important
that we have legislation of a character
that will enable the Attorney General of
the United States as well as the various
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attorneys general of the States of the
Union to take such steps as are necessary
to suppress the incendarists; the anar-
chists who are running rampant through
the land and spilling the blood of our
people on the streets.

A vote against this amendment in ef-
fect is a vote for the riots in Chicago, for
the riots in Los Angeles, for the riots
taking place elsewhere in this country.

For my own self, I want to go on record
publicly as condemning these riots, and
I am opposed to those who favor the con-
tinuation of them.

I am astonished that so many good
people in this country have by their words
and by their acts given encouragement to
these riots. Even, in some instances,
members of the cloth have undertaken
to give to these outbreaks the sanction
of the church. I just cannot understand
it. I know that law enforcement will
break down unless these lawless demon-
strations are stopped.

I have had some experience with law
enforeement. Iknow that the first fune-
tion of government is the enforcement of
law and the suppression of public mis-
chief. It can be done only at the loeal
and State level, and unless the local peo-
ple have the authority to enforce the law
and are supported by the Justice Depart-
ment it will be impossible to do so.

I regret to have to say what I am about
to say, but in one of the cities of the
great congressional district which I have
the honor to represent we had strife of
this sort brought on by outsiders some
years ago, and agents and minions of the

Jaw from Washington came down there

and impeded the law enforcement offi-
cers of that locality in the enforecement
of the law. Responsible citizens in the
city to which I have referred will sub-
stantiate the statement I have made. It
was a sad situation to observe Federal
officers occupying such a role.

I deprecate such action. I condemn it.
I want it known I do not stand for it.

Thank you very much.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I risein
opposition to the amendment.

I am sure that all of us who support
this bill deplore riots and deplore law-
lessness. I am sure this is not what we
are trying to encourage.

What we seek to do is to insure that
an individual's rights are protected
against deprivation on account of race,
color, religion or national origin.

If I understand the gentleman's
amendment correctly, it would make it
possible for the attornmey general of a
State or any person to seek eivil relief
against any person who bases his suit on
race or color. This in my opinion would
controvert the whole purpose of this see-
tion.

Frankly, I do not see what the gentle-
man intends or plans to achieve by this
except to defeat the fundamental pur-
pose which we are here trying to achieve
in title IIT. For that reason, Mr, Chair-
man, I oppose the amendment,

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. DOWDY. By his statement is the
gentleman saying that the rest of the
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people, other than the minority groups,
have no rights in this land to have their
civil rights protected from someone who
is unlawfully invading their lawful action
and basing the invasion on the fact that
they are making a civil rights demon-
stration?

Mr. RODINO. No,
knows——

Mr. DOWDY. That is all my amend-
ment does. It used the identical words
that are in the bill. It just switches
them around to give other people the
same protection that you are giving to
the minority groups. If you complain
about the words here, you have to be
complaining about your own words.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. First of
all, let me say if there is an attorney
general of a State throughout the United
States who wants to enforce this par-
ticular law as it concerns rioting and
disturbances of the peace he can do so
without any act of Congress. Secondly,
this amendment is essentially a confus-
ing conglomeration of things to try to
mislead us to the true intent and purpose
of title III. Hence, I urge that we oppose
the amendment.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr., MATHIAS. I rise in opposifion
to this amendment. I think it is an un-
necessary incrustation on the whole oh-
ject we are seeking to achieve here. We
are trying to provide a logical forum,
and I think we have provided it in title
III. T certainly oppose the amendment
of the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle~
man.,

Mr. DOWDY. The gentleman from
Colorado said that he was confused. I
think the whole Congress is confused
about this bill, but I think if we are going
to open the Federal courts to one group,
then the other group should have the
same privilege of using the Federal courts
in order to protect their citizen com-
munity.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. Yes. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I say
to the gentleman from Texas if his attor-
ney general believes that the legal rights
are taken away from the citizens of his
State, he undoubtedly has a right to pro-
ceed without any action of the Congress.
‘Whenever you and the gentleman from
Virginia say that this is an antiriot
amendment, I wish to suggest that it is
just to the contrary. All that title III
does is say that the Attorney General
in his endeavor to protect the constitu-
tional rights of an individual, may con-
stitute an action to achieve that result.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment of the
gentleman from Texas.

the gentleman

Mr. Chair-
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Mr. Chairman, heretofore in this House
we have seen, as in the 1965 Voting
Rights Act, an effort to legislate primar-
ily toward, or against, one region of the
country rather than facing up to a na-
tional problem and having one standard
of Federal law. It seems increasingly
apparent that the problem with which
we deal in this bill is in fact a national
problem. Yet in this instance it seems
to me that we are asked to have a double
standard as to whose rights are protected
by this bill. I think that the gentleman
from Texas offered a good amendment
which offers protection on both sides of
this question. Those ministers and pub-
lic officials who have preached the right-
ness of civil disobedience in our country
in recent years have thrown discretion
to the winds and the whole Nation now
reaps the whirlwind of rioting and law-
lessness.

The doctrine of civil disobedience and
that which has come from it—rioting
and looting and lawlessness—are in op-
position to what it seems to me Christian-
ity ought to stand for and the opposite
of the whole American system of law
and government. I cannot see how we
can improve our system by tearing it
down and encouraging those who would
operate not through due process of law
but through flaunting the whole frame-
work of law within which our liberty
has been rooted and been nourished and
grown to full blossom in this country.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Not at this point.

I would say, therefore, Mr. Chairman,
that I support this amendment and the
principle upon which it is based, that
there should be one standard of law in
this country and the civil rights of all
of the people of this country should
equally be protected by Federal law, and
that every region and section of the
country should equally be protected by
Federal law. There should be no double
standard of justice here, and we should
be equally firm and equally strong in
dealing with rioting and lawlessness and
protecting the innocent people who walk
the streets of our cities from the prophets
of civil disobedience and those who fol-
low them, if we are to protect them
against any form of injustice.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the people
should be protected against violence, or
against threats to their constitutional
rights, on the part of such a group as the
EKu Klux Klan. And, Mr. Chairman, I
believe they should also be protected
from the abuse and privileges and from
infringement upon their rights on the
part of such people as the “Black Pan-
thers” and all other groups which preach
or practice civil disobedience, riots, and
lawlessness.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I support
this amendment and urge its adoption.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from Ala-
bama for yielding, and I too support the
amendment.
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I think that such action in behalf of
the majority of Americans has been long
overdue.

Some of our colleagues seem to be so
concerned with protecting the rights of
certain minorities that they wish to
trample underfoot and ride roughshod
over the rights of the vast majority of
our citizenry. The amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas would af-
ford some real protection to the mer-
chants and businessmen in Chicago,
Cleveland, Brooklyn, and other unpreju-
diced and enlightened northern -cities
upon their request.

Equal rights must necessarily carry
with them equal responsibilities. For
every duty there is an obligation. Where
in this section, or in all titles of the bill
for that matter, is there any safeguard
or protection given to the decent, law-
abiding American? Title III grants in-
junctive relief to so-called “civil rights
workers,” which in fact really enables
them to disregard the law of the land
and to take away the many substantial
rights of the majority. No relief is pro-
vided for the average person who seeks
only to protect what he owns or leases.
This proposed amendment would remedy
that situation and guarantee equal pro-
tection and justice for all under this title.
I urge its passage.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this discussion leads
me to ask some of the promoters of this
bill on the House floor, on what page or
pages of the bill is there to be found pro-
tection for the merchants in Cleveland,
Ohio, or Chicago, or Brooklyn, N.Y.,
whose stores have been looted and burned
in the process of so-called racial demon-
strations?

Mr. Chairman, would someone on the
committee please tell me where I may
find that provision?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If the
gentleman will yield, does the gentleman
have the bill in front of him?

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I have.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Would you
read section 3017 /
Mr. GROSS. What page?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.

Mr. GROSS.
pardon.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Page 60,
section 301:

‘Whenever, there are reasonable grounds to
believe that any person is about to engage
or continue to engage in any act or practice
which will deprive another of any right,
privilege, or immunity granted, secured, or
protected by the Constitution or laws of the
United States on account of such other’s
race, color, religion, or national origin, such
other person in his own right or the Attor-
ney General for or in the name of the
United States may institute a civil action—

Now, Mr. Chairman, the Attorney
General may institute an action. We
are also giving the authority to the mer-
chant, or any individual to institute such
an action and ask for an injunction.

Mr. GROSS. All right; all right. But
in other provisions of the bill you make
it mandatory upon the Attorney General
to take action.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No.

Sixty.
I beg the gentleman’s
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Mr. GROSS. You make it mandatory
upon the Attorney General to move in,
do you not?
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No, sir.
Mr. GROSS. Why do you not make it
mandatory that the rights of the prop-

erty owner be respected?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. In this
particular case?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. We say

that when he has reasonable grounds to
believe——

Mr. GROSS. Well, all right. You also
have reasonable grounds in other pro-
visions of the bill.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. Intent, and reasonable
grounds.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. But why do you not
make it mandatory that the Attorney
General move in to prosecute those who
have violated the rights of property
owners, the merchants, and others who
are victims of demonstrations?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. We do not
make it mandatory.

We leave it to his discretion, in all
lawsuits, as the attorney for the United
States, and under this provision we make
him an attorney for you, if your rights
are being taken away from you.

Mr. GROSS. And you say that in no
other provision of the bill is it manda-
tory upon the Attorney General to
move in?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Not in
this section.

Mr. GROSS. I am not talking about
tghﬂils section. I am talking about the

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Well, I do
not know of any that makes it manda-
tory for him to take action.

Mr. GROSS. You do not know of
any?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yleld to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. DOWDY. I am not sure I
understood the question which the gen-
tleman asked. Of course, along with the
other misrepresentations——

Mr. GROSS. The question I want
answered is whether the merchant in
Cleveland, Ohio, or Chicago, or Brook-
lyn, New York, or some other place—
the Watts district of Los Angeles—
whether there is any protection in this
bill for him.

Mr. DOWDY. Not a scintilla unless
my amendment is adopted.

Mr. Chairman, I might add to what I
have said in connection with that, I know
these misrepresentations are made as to
what is in the bill because the bill has
not been read by the speaker each time.

But the bill does not require that the
Attorney General to have a request to
go into these cases; no request is re-
quired. He can go in and protect the
rioters. But if you try to protect your-
self from the rioters or the looters; the
Attorney General can go in and protect
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them from you, but you have no protec-
tion against the rioters and the looters,
rapists and arsonists under this bill un-
less my amendment is adopted.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
noted that the gentleman from Colo-
rado read section 301 and he said, prop-
erly, it provides that you can try to de-
prive another of any right,

The gentleman I know is familiar with
the fact that the Supreme Court has held,
and many of the other courts have held—
that a man and woman had the right to
marry anybody they want. I am won-
dering if the gentleman from Colorado
feels that a father who is counseling his
son or daughter not to marry someone
that the son or daughter thought they
wanted to marry could be subject to a
lawsuit by the Attorney General.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iyield to the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, if it is in violation of the Consti-
tution of the United States. But this
deals with immunities and rights pro-
tected by the Constitution. I may point
out, if the gentleman will yield further,
in title II we say that the Attorney Gen-
eral upon reasonable grounds may insti-
tute an action to end jury discrimina-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I was frying to point
out to the gentleman from Iowa that
even under title IT where broad author-
ity is given to the Attorney General to
institute suits where there is discrimina-
tion in the selection of jurors, we make
it upon reasonable grounds. We say he
may institute suit.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, was not
the gentleman appalled when he saw
the pictures of the rioters coming out
of the stores in Clevelond, Ohio, and
elsewhere with merchandise?

Mr, ROGERS of Colorado. Certainly.

Mr. GROSS. With their arms loaded
with stolen merchandise? And having
looted the stores they set them afire.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I will join
you in saying that I was just as appalled
as anybody. But if you do not have
something like this so that the Attorney
General may have some authority to
move in in these cases and under such
conditions, then what is wrong with us
passing legislation that would help to
prevent that?

Mr. Chairman, I am just as opposed
to rioting as anybody is.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I pre-
dict this bill will not stop the looting
and arson and I want to be sure that the
Attorney General moves in to protect
the rights of the property owners. Iwant
him instructed to move in if that is what
it takes to provide equal rights for them.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. You want
this to be stronger? You want to compel
the Attorney General to do this?

Mr. GROSS. In the case of a property
owner, yes, sir, I certainly think he should
have equal rights under this or any other
law. In view of what has taken place in
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the last few months and weeks, I do
not understand how the Judiciary Com-
mittee could bring to the floor of the
House a so-called rights bill that failed
to recognize the terrible injustices that
have been the fate of so many property
owners as the result of demonstrations.

Mr. EORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to put
a question to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Dowbpy].

If I understood you correctly, you said
under title III, as reported out of the
committee, that it would protect the
rioters, the looters, the arsonists, the
rapists, and the murderers, but would
not protect the innocent, law-abiding
citizen whose rights have been violated?

Mr. DOWDY. That is exactly right.

Mr. KORNEGAY. Would your
amendment extend protection to the in-
nocent parties to these riots and viola-
tions?

Mr. DOWDY. That is the only pur-
pose for my amendment.

Mr. KORNEGAY. Then I want you
to know I strongly support your amend-
ment.

Mr. DOWDY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I was very much in-
terested in the replies given to the gentle-
man from Iowa by the gentleman from
Colorado. I wonder if I can pursue this
merely to get some more legislative his-
tory here.

Mr. Chairman, certainly I do not see
anything wrong in trying to perfect this
bill to a point where the Congress of the
United States is going to establish the
doctrine that equal rights beget equal
responsibilities.

I realize that some people become im-
patient with the established institutions
and established order of this country.

Mr. Chairman, I believe I was among
the first Members of this Congress fo
speak out against what I called moboc-
racy. Since I have spoken on this sub-
ject several times, other distinguished
people have joined me including the
latest recruit, in a marvelous speech,
calling upon the people to respect the
law, the President of the United States
himself.

So I should like to ask the chairman, do
I understand him correctly, in response
to the question by the gentleman from
Iowa, the gentleman from Colorado said
that if a riot is to occur and a merchant
in Ohio or in Cleveland or in Chicago
feels that there is going to be damage to
his property, he has the right either on
his own behalf or by the Attorney Gen-
eral to seek an injunction? Do I under-
stand the gentleman correctly in mak-
ing that statement?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is
correct; if there is a deprivation of a
Federal right.

Mr. PUCINSKI. This language does
not say that. On page 60, line 14, the
language is ‘“‘on account of such other's
race, color, religion, or national origin.”

Supposing a group of people should get
together and stage a riot, and they have
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nothing against the people of the com-
munity because of their race, color,
religion, or national origin, I would say
that you would have to show to the court,
before you could get injunective relief,
that this riot situation was started by
the group of rioters on account of race,
color, religion, or national origin. You
would have to show this before any
court could entertain an application for
injunctive relief. So would it not be
correct to say that the gentleman is not
stating the case correctly when he says
that an injunction like that would not
lie?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Of course,
the action is based upon the denial or
abridgment of a Federal right because
of race, color, religion, or national origin.

Mr. PUCINSKI. How are you going
to prove that? Let me give the gentle-
man two hypothetical situations. First,
in Watts there was a riot and the chant
of the crowd was, “Get Whitey.” I
would say with that situation this provi-
sion would lie and someone could go into
court and say, “This riot is being staged
against these people. There is an inva-
gion of the white man's rights. The
basis of this riot is to ‘Get Whitey.’
This is being staged on account of an-
other person’s color; therefore injunctive
relief would lie.” Would that not be cor-
rect?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is
correct, if in addition to the racial moti-
vation, there is a denial of a right secured
by the Constitution or the laws of the
United States.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Let us take another
situation. Let us say that 200, 400, or
2,000 people at 5 o’'clock this afternoon
march down the middle of the street
during the rush hour, tying up traffic and
everything else, to protest this, that, or
the other. Now, they have not said any-
thing about race, color, religion, or na-
tional origin, and a riot develops and
huge damage to property ensues. How
would the gentleman stretch the applica-
tion of this limited provision here to get
that injunctive relief?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. As I
understand the gentleman’s question, a
group is marching down the street?

Mr. PUCINSKI, That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And there
is no connection between this march and
race, color, religion, or national origin?

Mr, PUCINSKI. That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And it
does not violate any Federal law?

Mr. PUCINSKI. At the time of the
announcement it does not,.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. At the
time of the announcement it does not.

Mr. PUCINSEKI. But during the
course of the march a big riot ensues
and great damage is done on both sides.
How does this provision provide injunc-
tive relief to the community against that

kind of demonstration?
lge[r. ROGERS of Colorado. It does
not.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I wanted to get that
straight.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.
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Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Now, if the gentle-
man wiil be good enough to answer the
next question, following the doctrine
that equa. rights beget equa. responsi-
bility, why does your committee not come
up with a committee amendment to give
the communities of this country the
right of protection against these riots?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. How can
we anticipate, and how can you an-
ticipate when a riot is going to break
out?

Mr. PUCINSKI. If I understand the
amendment before us correctly, you
would have the district courts to make
that decision, would you not? In other
words, if the gentleman’s amendment is
correct, if I read it correctly, what he is
saying is that I or anyone else who feels
that a demonstration will lead to disas-
trous conseguences can go into court
and seek injunctive relief and the court
will decide upon the peculiar circum-
stances of that particular situation
whether an injunction shall lie. Re-
member the moving party would have to
prove to the court that the demonstra-
tion is more than just a petition for
redress of grievances. But at least you
would have an opportunity to seek relief
if you believe a demonstration will lead
to violence.

I am sure the gentleman will agree that
a court would require compelling proof
in support of an injunction before it took
the extraordinary measure of stopping a
demonstration. But if such proof is
available, a community should have in-
junctive relief to protect itself against
rioting.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has again
expired.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for an additional 2 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois asks unanimous consent to
proceed for 2 additional minutes. 1Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and the gentleman is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I willin a second. Is
it not correct that if the amendment
were to prevail, you would still have the
Federal court, not a State court but a
Federal Court, protecting the rights of
the demonstrators and protecting the
rights of the potentially aggrieved party?
Is that not correct?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I will not
agree that the gentleman’'s amendment
would do that.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Why would it not do
that?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. First, the
amendment authorizes suits by the
States’ attorneys general.

Mr. PUCINSKI. But the procedure
must originate in a court, does it not?
No injunctive relief can be granted with-
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out court approval and a full court review
of all the facts. If I understand the
amendment correctly, you are putting
this into a Federal district court, are you
not?

Mr. DOWDY. That is correct.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. It comes down to this,
does it not: The authority of the Federal
Government, based upon constitutional
provisions, protects the people against
discrimination and deprivations on
account of race, color, and so on.

That is why we cannot necessarily go
the full length and breadth of protection
of property rights of people as against
mobs. Is that not right, or am I mis-
informed?

Mr. PUCINSKI. Justaminute. Iam
not sure I understand the distinguished
majority leader correctly, because what
the proposal here will do is attempt to
establish some equilibrium in determin-
ing, as I believe the law should determine,
the rights of individuals. But certainly
this bill would be strengthened if we also
coupled with that equal responsibility.

When we have riots all over America,
running wild and doing millions of
dollars worth of damage, the gentleman
cannot tell me this is an expression of
equal responsibility.

Mr. ALBERT. If the gentleman will
yield further, can the Congress in pro-
tecting rights go beyond those areas in
which the Constitution confers the
power upon us to do so?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am not suggesting
that; but the Congress and the Constitu-
tion carry provisions for the protection
of life and property. Our whole legal sys-
tem is based on that concept. I see no
constitutional bar to the proposed
amendment. The amendment before
this Chamber is to let a court of proper
jurisdiction establish and determine
whether or not any constitutional rights
are being deprived to either party; those
who want to petition for redress of griev-
ances by peaceful demonstrations as well
as those who fear such demonstrations
will lead to violence and destruction of
their property. Right now, as far as I
know, there are no State laws permit-
ting such injunctive relief. The only
recourse under State law is to seek
punishment for conspiracy or prosecu-
tion for inciting to riot after the fact.
But such prosecution is meaningless to
the people who have been driven out of
business or have lost their lives in a riot.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
merely wanted to pursue the question one
step further with the distinguished
majority leader. If I understand the
amendment correctly, I have no reason
to believe this amendment would invade
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or violate any individual’s rights because
the injunction must originate in a dis-
trict court. If that court finds there is
a violation of the petitioner's constitu-
tional rights—and certainly we recog-
nize the fact that people have a right
to petition their government for the re-
dress of grievances the court could issue
such an injunction. This would give a
district court the right to make the final
decision, not a mob in the street. I be-
lieve the gentleman errs in bringing the
State attorney general into this amend-
ment—TI believe the amendment should
provide, if it is going to provide any-
thing, only for an individual or the At-
torney General of the United States to
bring the action. But it seems to me this
would give the protection of the court to
a man or a community, to his or its con-
stitutional rights. I do not see why this
would not strengthen the legislation.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman asked very splendid hypo-
thetical questions. In answer to one of
them, the gentleman from Colorado said
there was no way of knowing when these
untoward events might oecur, but it
seems to me that I have read many sto-
ries in newspapers recently quoting the
leaders of these marches as saying that if
the Congress does not appropriate =
number of dollars for the poverty pro-
gram, or certain things are not done
within a community by a certain date, we
are going to have “another Watts in this
city.”

I wonder what the gentleman would
say about that. Does he mean to say
that the Federal Government has the
power under the Constitution to say to
you and to me, that we cannot do certain
little things which might be construed as
a deprivation of privilege and yet he
powerless to stop the slaughter of human
beings and the destruction of property?

Mr. PUCINSKI. If the gentleman will
yield, I believe the key in this amend-
ment is the protection being offered both
sides by the district court. If this pro-
tection were not there I could see the
objection to the amendment. Certainly,
before any injunctive relief would lie, the
distriet court would hold a hearing to
ascertain whether or not any constitu-
tional rights were being violated.

Mr. WHITENER. As I understand the
gentleman, what he is saying is that he
wants to see a person’s rights are not
interfered with, and he wants to protect
those rights, but at the same time he
wants to insist that those whose rights
would be protected under this language
would act responsibly and be good citi-
zens and not destroy other rights.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am saying that
equal rights beget equal responsibility.

I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas.

The guestion was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Rorino) there
were—ayes 64, noes 57.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Dowpy and
Mr. RopIiNo.
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The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
91, noes 98.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED RY MR. WHITENER

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer two amendments and ask unani-
glmus consent that they be considered en

ocC.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the two amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. WHITENER:
On page 61, line 6, after “Attorney General”,
insert "upon the ﬂllng with him of a sworn
affidavit by some person alleging such act or
practice”.

On page 60, line 15, after “Attorney Gen-
eral”, insert “upon the filing with him of a
sworn affidavit by some person alleging such
act of practice”.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, we
have heard a great deal about the flowers
from California. In my judgment, this
title III does not smell quite as good in a
legal way as the flowers from either Cali-
fornia or Florida.

Mr. Chairman, I think the language of
the bill is probably about as bad as the
accuracy of the statement of the Gover-
nor of Florida about getting the airline
strike settled.

These amendments that I am offering
would simply do this: They would say
that before the Attorney General can
haul someone into court under title ITI of
the bill he would have to at least have a
sworn affidavit from some person who al-
leged that the act practiced which sec-
tion 301 would seem to inveigh against
had actually been committed.

We have been down this road before.
We have had title III offered to us many
times in the Congress and it has been
turned down. This year they came back
with the same old kettle of fish, notwith-
standing the fact that the administration
and the Department of Justice had not
requested any such authority. The At-
torney General has not asked the Con-
gress to make it possible for him to go
on a voyage of discovery in order to
round up some folks to bring into court
and charge them with having deprived
another of a right, privilege or immunity
granted, secured, or protected by the
Constitution of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that all
of us would want to say, and I am sure
the Attorney General would want it that
way, that he should not be bothered to
go out and comb heaven and earth unless
someone had suggested that some unto-
ward conduct which title IIT is directed
at had actually occurred or they at least
believed that it had occurred.

But, if we go along with the language
as it is now written, there will be no re-
quirement whatever that there be any
allegation, even oral or written, brought
to the attention of the Attorney General.
He could, if we had the wrong Attorney
General, have real trouble. I am not
suggesting that the present one is the
wrong one; I think he is a fine gentle-
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man. I think he is a good lawyer and a
splendid public servant. I am not sug-
gesting that he would abuse any power
that might be given to him, even though
inprovidently, by the Congress. But we
do not know who will be Attorney Gen-
eral 10 years from now or 20 years from
now. We are writing a law here which
will apply all through the eons of time
unless some Congress wiser than the one
we have now gets us back on the consti-
tutional track.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly hope that
my colleagues will support these two
amendments which, in effect, constitute
one amendment. The amendments
would merely require that before the At-
torney General seeks to bring any type of
proceeding on the grounds stated in title
III that there must have been a sworn
affidavit by some person alleging that an-
other person would deprive him of his
rights, privileges, and immunities guar-
anteed him under the Constitution be-
cause of his race, color, religion, or na-
tional origin.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER.
tleman.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the gentleman if the two
amendments, which he says are essen-
tially one amendment, are patterned
after the language of the 1964 act, title
III, concerning fhe desegregation of
public facilities?

Mr. WHITENER. As I remember the
history of that act, an amendment was
written in on the floor just as we are
trying to do now. The bill that came
out of the committee I do not believe
contained this language.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I am sure
the gentleman is correct. I simply make
the point you would require by this
amendment the same that was required
by the 1964 act in at least two titles.

Mr. WHITENER. Yes. Ido notthink
any Attorney General, however good or
bad he might be, would want to have
this nebulous responsibility hanging on
him, which this would seem to place on
him—+to be the guardian of everyone’s
rights, whether they had called it to his
attention or not.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Cheirman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. The
amendment would require a sworn affi-
davit on the part of the complainant
before he could proceed. It would place
a precondition on the authority of the
Attorney General, and it would obstruct
him in pursuing justice. We have legal
precedent for such unencumbered au-
thority in legislation which we have
written in civil rights areas—in voting,
in public accommodations, in education,
and in public facilities. We have the
same conditions as are written here. We
do not require that there be a sworn
affidavit. The most that is required is
a written complaint, and that is what
I believe the gentleman from Virginia
was referring to when he referred to title
III and title IV of the 1964 Civil Rights
Act and talked about this amendment
being patterned after title ITI.

I yield to the gen-
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In title IIT of the 1964 act there is
merely a requirement that there be a
written complaint before the Attorney
General brings a suit. We recognize that
a written complaint may be a significant
onus in many cases, and certainly a
sworn affidavit is even more burdensome,
and places the burden on the very person
who may be the victim of deprivation
and discrimination. For that reason I
oppose the amendment.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. I am sure the gen-
tleman is acting in good faith in oppos-
ing the amendment, but if he will look at
the language of title III, he will see that
it says:

The Attorney General may institute a
clvil action or other proper proceedings for
temporary or permanent preventive or man-
datory relief.

At some point someone is going to
have to do some swearing before they
can get an injunction. The court is
going to have some basis for acting. Is
the Attorney General going to be able to
get an injunction by swearing that some
unnamed individual came to him and
told him or called him on the phone, and
told him that the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Ropmwol was about to com-
mit an act or practice which would de-
prive him of his rights and privileges?
Do you think any court is going to grant
injunctive relief in that situation? Why
not require the affidavit before the At-
torney General acts?

Mr. RODINO. Well, because the
court will have decided that question
on the basis of various evidence pre-
sented to it. I think the gentleman
recognizes that.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the amend-
ment should be defeated. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words. I rise in opposition to the
amendment. I am fully cognizant of
the arguments that are made by our col-
league from North Carolina. I know
his great concern for the liberties of the
individual, and I share those concerns
with him. I think this is a case where
we have to make very careful plans.

I think the balance is against the
amendment. The gentleman from
North Carolina says he thinks there
should have to be a sworn affidavit.
The gentleman from North Carolina is
simply putting another act between one
who is threatened and the relief that
may save him from some act of violence.
He is merely intervening another act
upon which coercion may be applied,
and I think that on balance this is a bad
thing. If the benefits of title III are to
accrue to the people of this country you
should not have to go through the cum-
bersome procedure of seeking out a no-
tary public, making your affidavit, and
transmitting it to the Attorney General.

In further response to the gentleman
from North Carolina, let me recall the
hypothetical case that was brought to
our attention a few minutes ago by the
gentleman from Iowa, in which a shop-
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owner was being threatened by physical
and material damage from a race riot.
Let me say to the gentleman that the in-
dividual shopowner may not have the
information on which to make a sworn
affidavit, but the Attorney General, with
many sources of information may, as a
result of the cumulative knowledge which
has come to him, be in a position to
make the kind of judgment which is
necessary here in the absence of a sworn
complaint and to take the remedial ac-
tion which would be preventive in nature,
which will prevent the very disturbance
that the gentleman from Iowa is wor-
ried about. This is the heart of this
matter. On balance, in spite of the gen-
tleman’s fears, I believe this amendment
should be clearly defeated.

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. TENZER., Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. Did we not
have evidence before the committee of
the fact that those required to sign these
affidavits as required in the 1964 Civil
Rights Act, titles IIT and IV, would be
subject to intimidation, and that is why
we waived this requirement?

Mr. MATHIAS. The gentleman is
precisely right. This is the danger we
want to avoid.

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, 2 years
ago, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was en-
acted. In titles III and IV the Congress
recognized that it was unjust to compel
private persons to carry the full bur-
den of instituting lawsuits to end dis-
criminatory practices in schools and pub-
lic facilities. The 1964 act empowered
the Attorney General to file civil actions
in Federal court to enjoin such dis-
crimination. However, his authority is
limited and hampered by two important
restrictions which render it much less
than adequate to meet the need.
First, the Attorney General may not in-
stitute proceedings unless he receives a
signed written complaint alleging that
the writer is being denied his constitu-
tional rights with respect to schools or
public facilities. Second, the Attorney
General may not sue, even if he does
receive such a complaint, unless in his
judgment the writer is “unable to initiate
and maintain appropriate legal proceed-
ings for relief.”

These two restrictions unduly circum-
scribe the Attorney General’s authority.
The first restriction—receipt of a writ-
ten complaint—is objectionable because
in many areas persons who seek to exer-
cise their rights are unfamiliar with the
written complaint requirement and thus
do not know what they must do to
obtain the services of the Attorney Gen-
eral to sue on their behalf. In some
places persons whose rights are denied
are subjected to intimidation by threats
or force or the environment is hostile
to the assertion of constitutional rights
by citizens. In such places, many
Negroes are simply afraid to complain to
the Attorney General. The anomalous
result under present law is that the
Attorney General may be powerless to
act in fhe very areas in which Federal
intervention is most needed.
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The second restriction—that private
persons must be unable to bring suit on
their own behalf—conflicts in prineciple
with similar authority granted to the
Attorney General to bring suits to en-
join discrimination in public accommo-
dations, employment, and voting. In
these other fields he is generally free to
sue whenever he deems the public in-
terest to require it, whether or not pri-
vate aggrieved persons might be able to
sue. There is no good and sufficient rea-
son to treat school and public facility
suits differently. The present law, by
emphasizing the private and personal
nature of this kind of litigation, loses
sight of the great public interest in
achieving desegregation.

I believe it is important to remove
these artificial barriers to effective Fed-
eral action to secure these fundamental
rights. As the Supreme Court has said,
these rights are warrants for the here
and now—not abstract and pious hopes
for a distance future time. Action now
by this Congress is required to make the
14th amendment a reality throughout the
land.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, is
the gentleman suggesting that if the At-
torney General has sufficient knowledge
and information to support an aection,
that he would not find it very easy to call
in a witness and get him to sign an
affidavit?

Mr. MATHIAS. Iam suggesting there
might very well be occasions when there
would not be time, because Mr. Gross’
store would have been broken up by that
time. Iam suggesting in these situations
there might not be the calm deliberative
atmosphere the gentleman presupposes,
and it may be necessary to move forward.

Mr. WHITENER. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield further to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. Is the gentleman
from Maryland suggesting that the court
will grant an injunction without sworn
testimony or adequate evidence to sup-
port such an injunction? Is the gentle-
man suggesting that a Federal court or a
district court anywhere in the United
States would grant an injunction without
some sworn testimony?

Mr, MATHIAS. Certainly not. But I
refer the distinguished gentleman to the
clear language of title IIT, which says
that whenever the Attorney General “has
reasonable grounds to believe,” he may
go in. Of course, he has to have the evi-
dence to support a basis for his judgment
in this matter, and his discretion in tak-
ing action. I think this is a more stable
ground upon which to proceed.

Let us suppose the gentleman’s amend-

-ment were to prevail, that the affidavit

were secured, and then, because of the
very kind of coercion that may be in-
volved, the affidavit is withdrawn.
Where is the gentleman left then?

I much prefer to see the bill left as it is.

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words. I rise in support of the




August 2, 1966

amendment of the gentleman from
North Carolina.

Mr, Chairman, I support the amend-
ment of the distinguished gentleman
from North Carolina. This proposal in
title III is unconscionable to me. Let
me read just a line or two:

Whenever there are reasonable grounds to
belleve that any person is about to engage
or continue to engage in any act or practice
which would deprive another of any right—

And so forth. And it goes on, Mr.
Chairman, to say:

The Attorney General for or in the name
of the United States may institute a civil
action or other proceeding—

And so forth. And he can do this un-
der the language of this bill without
anyone even making a complaint.

Mr. Chairman, the people of this
country are already concerned by the
probes and the calls upon them and the
inquisitions by the wage and hour bu-
reaucrats, by the Internal Revenue
people, and all the other agencies which
are already making a bureaucratic tyr-
anny in this country. This would add
to it.

This section was not even recom-
mended by the Justice Department.

I have always been and I am now an
advocate of personal liberty of citizens.
We are a nation of free individuals. The
Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and all
attendant amendments we look to for
guaranteeing this proposition. We
should consider ourselves, not the state
as supreme. In our democratic system
we must recognize that the role of the
state is to facilitate the private matters
of citizens. It would appear that the ac~
ceptance of the bill without amendment
is the most flagrant abrogation of the
basic and inherent right of all Americans.
Therefore, Mr., Chairman, I wish to
strongly emphasize to each Member of
this Congress that if we fail to accept this
amendment of the gentleman from North
Carolina, we are going to give the At-
torney General of the United States the
right to go around looking under bed-
sheets, rugs, and under doormats, and
initiating probes without first having to
have sworn affidavits that a citizen has
been wronged.

Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia. Mryr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia.
Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia. I thank the

gentleman.

I want to take this opportunity to rise
in support of the amendment and to
commend the gentleman from North
Carolina for offering it, and also to com-
mend my friend and colleague from
Georgia who has just spoken so cogently
and forcefully. I share his feelings,
and I commend him for what he has
said.

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia.
gentleman.

I should like to close my brief remarks
by saying that this title IIT would fur-
ther destroy the freedom of individuals
of this country as we have always known
it.

I commend the gentleman for offer-
ing this amendment.

I thank the
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Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. I am glad to
vield to the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. I thank the gentle-
man for his valuable support of this
amendment which, after all, I believe
should appeal to any fair-minded per-
son. A citizen should not be subject to
the visitation of the Justice Department
without at least the Justice Department
having some credible allegation that
some wrong is being committed.

I appreciate the fact that the gentle-
man, as a few others of us around here
are, is still concerned about the personal
liberties of our citizens.

What the gentleman has said about
the ever-extending arm of the bureauc-
racy and the ever-extending reach of
bureaucracy into the private lives of
every living American is something many
people had better get alarmed about, just
as the gentleman from Georgia is
alarmed about it.

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. The gentle-
man is eminently correct. The people
not only in my district and in my State
are becoming more and more alarmed
every day, but as I travel through other
parts of the country I find the same feel-
ings against edicts and the exercise of
more and more control out of Wash-
ington.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

I believe the committee should be re-
minded that this is the title of the bill
concerning which the Attorney General
has stated he will desire a national
police force to enforce it.

I should like to comment on some
statements made here by one or more of
the Members, who say we ought not to
require a sworn statement before the At-
torney General goes to court, because
the person who makes the statement
may be afraid or may be coerced or may
have some sort of intimidation. I would
say that, so far as I know, even the
slightest misdemeanor must have a com-
plaint filed about it before an informa-
tion lies and before any defendant can
be taken to trial in the most menial kind
of eriminal case.

Is this saying that the complainant
should not have to swear to a statement
before the Attorney General goes to
court to mean he never will be required
to swear to his complaint? At some time
or other the man will have to swear. I
do not abide with the statement made by
the gentleman from New Jersey earlier
that it would be up to the court as to
whether he would take an ex parte state-
ment of the Attorney General as a basis
for enjoining any person from violating
any part of this law.

The statement was made earlier con-
cerning the withdrawal by a complain-
ant of a statement he might make. I
believe the gentleman from Maryland
said that a person might withdraw his
statement after the Attorney General
had gone to court. I do not suppose
that the gentleman ever tried a criminal
case as a prosecutor. Ihave. Ihave had
people go back on their afidavits. Per-
haps the gentleman never tried a civil
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case in which a witness of his changed
his mind about his testimony, or decided
not to testify. Those are the hazards
of practicing law.

Another statement was made—and I
forget who made it—about the fellow
who could not get a complaint to the At-
torney General to keep his store from
being broken up because it would be
broken up before he got to the Attorney
General. This bill does not protect the
propertyowner. This bill does not pro-
tect the store owner. The only purpose
of this bill is to protect the people who
are breaking it up.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. DOWDY. I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman from
Texas mentioned the statement of the
Attorney General relating to title IIT. It
would be well to read the Attorney Gen-
eral’s statement into the Recorp at this
point. I placed it in the REcorp in my
statement which appears on page 17483
of the Recorp in which the Attorney
General was asked his opinion just last
year on title III which was not as broad
as this title III. The chairman himself
stated in the Recorp what his position
was on title IIT when it was offered on
the floor as an amendment, and that was
not as broad as this title III. Here is
what the chairman said on the floor of
the House, and then I will quote the At-
torney General in answer to a question
by the proponent of the amendment in
hearings in the committee on a title IIT
which was not as broad as this. This is
what the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER],
stated regarding title III then, in the 1965
act:

I rise in opposition to the amendment. Mr,
Chairman, this Indicates clearly how difficult
it is to write a bill as comprehensive as this
on the floor of the House. Here we get from
left fleld—or right field or from center fleld—
an amendment very comprehensive and very
difficult to comprehend which would in a cer-
tain sense, In common parlance, “gum up the
works",

This is title IIT in 1965, a year ago. It
would “gum up the works,” he says, but
it is in this bill now.

Now, in interrogating the Attorney
General, the chairman said:

We have been up and down the mountain
on it many times. The House passed it once,
in very broad form.

What would be your opinion of an addi-
tion to this bill of that limited form of part
III?

His reply was:

My opinion on it, Congressman, would be
the same opinion that was stated by my
predecessor. When you give us that power—

This is what Attorney General Katzen-
bach said just last year.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
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Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Now, the Attorney
General, in replying on title III, Mr.
Katzenbach, on a title IIT which was not
as broad as this, said:

My opinion on it, Congressman, would be
the same opinion that was stated by my
predecessor. When you give us that power,
then you also give us the power for an ap-
propriation to hire the police force that it is
going to take to do it. Don't give us the
responsibility without the capacity of ful-
filling it. Don’t put me in the box where
you say the law tells you to do this and I
have nobody to do it. Give me the national
police force that it may take.

That is the Attorney General of the
United States who last year testified on
this same title III, which is not as broad
a title as this.

Mr. DOWDY. That was the testi-
mony I had reference to earlier in my
statement.

Mr. Chairman, I feel and sincerely
hope and urge the House to adopt the
pending amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. WHITENER)
there were—ayes 60, noes 73.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr.Chairman,Ide-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr, WHITENER
and Mr. RopINo.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
68, noes 85.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this title, and all amendments thereto,
be terminated within 1 hour and, pend-
ing the adoption of this unanimous-con-
sent request, I am going to move that
the Committee will rise.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, may I ask what title
it is?

Mr. RODINO. Title III.

‘The CHATRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, may I propound a
parliamentary inquiry? How will the 1
hour be divided?

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will rec-
ognize the Members under the 5-minute
rule.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr, RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BorLiNG, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
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having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 14765) to assure nondiscrimina-
tion in Federal and State jury selection
and service, to facilitate the desegrega-
tion of public education and other public
facilities to provide judicial relief against
diseriminatory housing practices, to pre-
sceribe penalties for certain acts of vio-
lence or intimidation, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution thereon.

SECURITIES MARKETS COMMISSION
CHARGES

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, for
the information of the Members of the
House, I am inserting in the REecorp a
report which I have received from the
Securities and Exchange Commission on
two actions it is undertaking in connec-
tion with, first, the Commission rate
structure of our securities markets; and
second, the rules and practices with re-
spect to the trading in odd lots in such
markets.

As the Members know, our committee
has ever been aware of its responsibilities
in seeing that the investing public is ade-
quately protected by the rules which gov-
ern the operation of our stock exchanges
and our over-the-counter markets. It
is for that reason that 5 years ago we
sponsored and the Congress enacted a
study by the Securities and Exchange
Commission, out of which grew the Se-
curities Acts Amendments of 1964.

A substantial portion of the recom-
mendations of that Commission’s study
it believed, as did our committee, could
be effectuated by the issuance of rules
and regulations by the Commission
rather than necessitate amendments of
the statutes. Accordingly, the Com-
mission has proceeded with & pro-
gram to enact such regulations, two of
which are here involved today.

I include herewith a copy of a letter
from Chairman Manuel F. Cohen to me
dated July 29 and enclosures of his letters
of July 18 addressed to the national secu-
rities exchanges and the National Securi-
ties Dealers Association concerning com-
mission rate structure and odd-lot
trading:

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,

Washington, D.C., July 29, 1966.

Hon, HARLEY O. STAGGERS,

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, House of Repre-
sentatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR, CHAIRMAN: Since certain actions
with respect to stock exchange rules have ap-
peared in the press recently, I thought you
might be interested in two letters recently
sent to all registered natlonal securities ex-
changes and the Natlonal Association of Se-
curities Dealers. These letters relate to (1)
the commission rate structure of our securi-
tles markets and (2) the rules and practices
with respect to the trading of odd-lots in
such markets.

1. The commission rate structure letter
represents an important development in our
continuing study of the rate structure of our
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national securities exchanges. As you know,
the Report of the Special Study of Securities
Markets considered the impact of the com-
mission rate structure on the public investor.
The attached letter 1s responsive to recom-
mendations of the Special Study relating to
volume  discounts, commission-splitting
among exchange members and non-members,
give-ups and and reciprocal business between
and among exchange members and non-
members. The problems involved in the
commission rate structure include guestions
concerning the appropriate level of commis-
sions, institutional membership on ex-
changes, block transactions, and the function
of the third market in our competitive system
of markets. The Special Study also made spe-
cific recommendations with respect to these
matters to which the letter on commission
rate structure relates. The Special Study
also made a number of recommendations
concerning our regional exchanges. The let-
ter is designed, among other things, to ob-
tain the views of these exchanges on the im-
pact of the commisslon rate structure on
thelr markets and on their competitive posi-
tion with the primary market,

One of the most significant recommenda-
tions in the Special Study related to the im-
portance of the Commission evaluating and
studying such matters as:

(a) Types and forms of competition and of
limitations on competition actually or poten-
tially existing within and among markets,
and thelr impact on the free, fair and orderly
functioning of the various markets; and

(b) Factors contributing to or detracting
from the public's ready access to all markets
and its assurance of obtaining the best ex-
ecution of any particular transaction.

The letter on commission rate structure is
specifically addressed to this subject. The
subject matter of the letter involves one of
the more difficult and controversial areas
under the Commission’s responsibility. We
have, consistent with such responsibilities,
addressed ourselves to the broad problems
which are the subject matter of the letter
in order to insure a healthy and strong se-
curities market.

2. The odd-lot letter represents another
step in the exerclse of the Commission's re-
sponsibilities to examine the trading prac-
tices and procedures involved in the pur-
chase or sale of “odd-lots.” As you know,
the New York Stock Exchange, at the Com-
mission’s request, recently changed the
break-point for the imposition of the odd-lot
differential. This change, we estimate, will
result in savings in excess of $5 million per
year for investors who purchase or sell odd-
lots. In our study of the New York Stock
Exchange odd-lot differential we solicited the
views of the regional exchanges and a number
of them recommended that in addition to a
review of the level of the odd-lot differential,
it would be appropriate for the Commission
to study the methods by which odd-lots are
executed in all securities markets. Accord-
ingly, the Commission has sent the attached
letter to the national securities exchanges
and the NASD, soliciting their views on odd-
lot trading. This action, too, is consistent
with recommendations made by the Special
Study. The Commission’s concern is to take
all practical action to insure that the small
investor will be able to buy and sell small
lots on reasonable terms and in securities
markets which are operated efficlently in the
public interest.

Sincerely,
ManveL F. CoHEN,
Chairman.
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., July 18, 1966.
Re Commission rate structure.
Mr. EowiN D. ETHERINGTON,
President, American Stock Ezchange,
New York, N.Y.
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Mr. PrepERICK Mo8s,
President, Boston Stock Ezchange,

. STEFFENS
Prasident Cincinnati Stock Ezchange,
Cincinnati, Ohio.
Mr. Roy F. DELANEY,
President, Detroit Stock Ezchange,
Detroit, Mich.
Mr. James E. Day,
President, Midwest Stock Exchange,
Chicago, II1.
Mr, Eopwarp T, McCoRMICK,
President, National Stock Ezxchange,
New York, N.¥,
Mr. G. EErTH PUNSTON,
President, New York Stock Ezxchange,
New York, N.Y.
Mr. TaHomAS P. PHELAN,
President, Pacific Coast Stock Exchange,
San Franeisco, Calif.
Mr. ELKINS WETHERILL,
President, Philadelphia-Baltimore-
Washington Stock Exchange,
Philadephia, Pa.
Mr,. RaLPH S. RICHARDS, Jr.,
President, Pittsburgh Stock Exchange,
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Mr. GEORGE J. POTTER,
President, Salt Lake Stock Exchange,
Salt Lake City, Utah.
Mr. G. C. GEORGE,
President, Spokane Stock Exchange,
Spokane, Wash.
Mr. A, B. HARRISEERGER
President, Colorado Spr{ngs Stock Exchange,
Colorado Springs, Colo.
Mr. RoBerT W. HAACK,
Washington, D.C.

GenTLEMEN: This letter is separately ad-
dressed to each of the national securities
exchanges and to the NASD. It relates to
the problem of “give-ups” and reclprocity in
all securities markets. The problem is dis-
cussed In the Report of the Special Study of
Securities Markets and has for some time
been the subject of informal discussions be-
tween representatives of the Commission and
the securitles industry. We have found a
general recognition in the industry that the
“give-up™ practice in the exchange commu-
nities has developed to a point where it
threatens the integrity of wide segments of
the securities industry. In this connection,
we consider it significant that “glve-ups” in
the over-the-counter market have long been
recognizged to be improper and illegal. In the
exchange communities, however, we under-
stand that the pressure of competition

cipants In the “give-up"” prac-
tice is such as to deter any one of the self-
regulatory agencles, acting alone, from tak-
ing the initiative In putting an end to the
practice. Accordingly, it appears that the
solution of the problem may require coordi-
nated action by each of the national securi-
tles exchanges, by the NASD and by the Com-
mission. It may be necessary to have simul-
taneous compliance in all markets to elim-
inate the improper practices. We
that it may be necessary for the Commission
to adopt rules to supplement those of the
national securities exchanges and of the
NASD to provide a comprehensive and uni-
form approach to this matter.

The purpose of this letter is to summarize
our position on “give-ups” and to delineate
the kinds of commission splitting which we
believe should be prohibited, as well as to
solicit your views as to the specific action
the Commission, the exchanges and the
NASD should take to eliminate the abuses
involved.

The “glve-up” practice with which we are
concerned grows out of the rules of the na-
tional securities exchanges which provide for
uniform rate structures but permit the shar-
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merely to provide for a reasonable sharing
of the commission among those who com-
bine to perform a service for a customer,
the practice has developed of permitting the
“give-up” to be directed to persons who
neither perform any function with respect to
the order nor are necessary to its consumma-
tion. The give-ups are, for the most part,
directed by or on behalf of persons who are
nonmembers of the exchanges and not for
the benefit of the customer on whose behalf
the order is executed.

At the outset we should state our bellef
that the commission should fairly compen-
sate a broker for the services which it per-
forms. We have already noted the recogni-
tion that give-ups in the over-the-counter
market are inconsistent with the legal re-
sponsibilities of the parties involved. As for
the Exchange markets, assuming that a fixed
minimum commission schedule is necessary
and appropriate to effective and efficlent op-
eration of an Exchange, it is our view that
give-ups and other similar arrangements
which directly or indirectly arise out of cus-
tomer direction or are for the customer's
benefit, are inconsistent with this premise
and have the effect of providing a rebate.
Such rebates are prohibited by Exchange
rules.

A rate structure should also provide equi-
table treatment for various classes of cus-
tomers whose use of Exchange facilities is
basically similar. As the Exchanges’ rules
recognize, it should not encompass rebates
directly or indirectly to particular classes of
customers. Such rebating is not only dis-
criminatory but raises questions as to the
propriety of the on rate structure
itself. A customer directed give-up is incon-
sistent with all of those principles, Not only
does it deprive brokers of a portion of their
commissions but it indirectly operates as a
rebate in favor of those customers who hap-
pen to be able to derive a benefit from direct-
ing brokerage commissions to firms having
no meaningful participation in the execu-
tion of the orders.

This discriminatory effect is aggravated
where the benefits of the rebate flow not to
the customer itself but to others, such as
investment managers who are in a position
to direct the customer’'s brokerage. Further-
more, the avallability of indirect rebates
through customer directed give-ups creates
various distortions and artificlal devices in
the securities markets which are designed to
facilitate a wider distribution of give-ups but
in the process may interfere with the orderly
functioning of the markets and the most
effective execution of customers’ orders. The
directed give-up also seriously complicates
the administration and assessment by the
Exchanges and the Commission of the reason-
ableness of commission rates since commis-
slons recelved and retained cease to be re-
lated to the expenses incurred for services
rendered in the execution of brol
orders (or indeed, the commission business)
on the Exchange.

It is our view that to avold these prob-
lems, the services for which a participating
broker is compensated should (a) be neces-
sary for the completion of the transaction,
(b) involve functions not performed by the
transmitting or executing broker, and (c)
not be directed by or on behalf of a public
customer.

The Commission does not object to split-
ting commissions between members where
the member originating the order is not
equipped to perform the floor brokerage or
clearing function. Under these circum-
stances, we would expect that the normal
correspondent relationship would be con-
tinued, the rates negotiated, and the floor
brokerage and clearance done in an efficlent
and manner with appropriate com-
pensation. Stated another way, we are not

suggesting that

bona fide correspondent ar-
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rangements by firms which result in a shar-

sions paid to the correspondent arise directly
or indirectly out of the customer request,
direction, or understanding.

Conversely, it would not be appropriate for
8 transmitting or executing firm to use a
wide wvariety of clearing firms in order to
obtain a wide dispersion of commission in-
come. Such a procedure would exacerbate
regulatory problems and would constitute, in
our view, an indirect rebate to the customer.
Similarly, it would be inappropriate for a
transmitting firm to use a wide varlety of
executing firms on a particular order. There
are simpler and more direct methods other
than by splitting commissions for members
to fulfill among themselves obligations un-
related to the execution and consummation
of commission transactions.

In short, the commission rate structure
should provide for compensation for mem-
bers’ services and not permit rebating for
customer benefit through the device of un-
necessary or duplicative paper work, This
letter of course is not addressed to the appro-
priate level of commissions or to the nature
of services which are rendered generally by
transmitting or originating firms which are
covered by the minimum commission.

A question might be raised whether the
approach set forth above will not result in
the fragmentation of orders among many
transmitting or executing firms by customers
who seek to reward a number of brokers.
The Commission believes Institutions and
others acting in a fiduclary capacity are
under a legal duty to obtain the best execu-
tion for their principals, We belleve that
the direction of orders to firms by customers
who hold such a fiduclary relationship to
others should and normally will be done in
a manner entirely consistent with their best
execution. We can exercise our jurisdiction
to that end.

Closely related to the foregoing is the ques-
tion of volume discounts. None of our na-
tional securities exchanges have rules pro-

‘viding for direct volume discounts although

institutional membership on exchanges has
provided, indirectly, savings to the underly-
ing shareholders of some such institutions.
At the present time the commissions given
away by transmitting or executing firms do
not inure to the benefit of the great number
of small customers who indirectly invest
through institutional media. Since such
commissions as are now given away do not
reduce the cost to the executing brokers and
are recelved by persons having little or
nothing to do with the order, we believe it is
appropriate for all exchanges to consider a
volume discount for such customers. We
believe that a discount should be so devised
that it will not restrict the normal discre-
tion of a customer or broker as to the man-
ner or timing of the execution of orders.

We do not wish to place a customer in &
position of having to execute substantial
orders in & short period of time in order to
obtain a discount when prudent judgment
might dictate otherwise. We request, there-
fore, that the exchanges consider the amount
of an appropriate volume discount, the ap-
propriate break-points for such discounts,
the definition of “an order” and whether
such discounts should apply to transactions
in size for a particular customer during a
day, week or longer period. Among the
problems we wish to consider is the relation-
ship between volume discounts and execu-
tions on more than one Exchange. Although
the subject of volume discounts is linked to
the problem of give-ups, we do not intend
to suggest that volume discounts need nec-
essarily be uniform among all exchanges or
that the resolution of either matter should
be a condition precedent to making progress
with the other.




17858

We are anxious to receive your written
suggestions and comments on or before
August 15, 1966. In the meanwhile, if you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to
communicate with the undersigned or Mr.
Eugene H. Rotberg, Associate Director for
Markets and Regulation.

Sincerely yours,
IrvING M. POLLACK,
Director.
SECURITIES AND
EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., July 18, 1966.
Re odd-lot-trading.
Mr. EpwinN D. ETHERINGTON,
President, American Stock Exchange,
New York, N.Y.
Mr. FrEDERICE Moss,
President, Boston Stock Exchange,
Boston, Mass.
Mr. CHARLES H. STEFFENS,
President, Cincinnati Stock Exzchange,
Cincinnati, Ohio.
Mr. RoY F. DELANEY,
President, Detroit Stock Exchange,
Detroit, Mich.
Mr. JaMES E. Day,
President, Midwest Stock Exchange,
Chicago, Il.
Mr. EpwarD T. McCORMACK,
President, National Stock Exchange,
New York, N.Y.
Mr. G. KerrH FUNSTON,
President, New York Stock Exchange,
New York, N.Y.
Mr, THOMAS P, PHELAN,
President, Pacific Coast Stock Ezchange,
San Francisco, Calif.
Mr, ELKINS WETHERILL,
President, Philadelphia-Ballimore-Washing-
ton Stock Exchange, Philadelphia, Pa.
Mr. RaLpH S. RIcHARDS, Jr.,
President, Pittsburgh Stock Exchange,
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Mr. GEorGE J. POTTER,
President, Salt Lake Stock Exchange,
Salt Lake City, Utah.
Mr. G. C. GEORGE,
President, Spokane Stock Exchange,
Spokane, Wash.
Mr. A. B. HARRISBERGER,
President, Colorado Springs Stock Exchange,
Colorado Springs, Colo.
Mr. RoBerT W. HaACK,
President, National Association of Securities
Dealers, Inc., Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: On July 1, 1966, the New York
Stock Exchange, at the request of the Com-
mission, changed the *“break-point” for the
charge for odd-lot executions on that Ex-
change. In making that request, we took
into account all relevant data and arguments,
including those submitted by regional stock
exchanges. Some of these exchanges urged
that the Commission undertake further
study of the structure and arrangements
for odd-lot trading on all exchanges and
offered to cooperate in such a study. The
Commission also stated that it expected a
further review of the odd-lot differential
charge to be made promptly after the end
of 1966.

We have determined to extend our inquiry
into the mechanics and principles under
which odd-lot transactions are effected in
all securities markets. We are enclosing, for
your information, a copy of an order of in-
vestigation, issued by the Commission, which
authorizes an inquiry into the subject mat-
ter. The issues and problems set forth
below have been raised by responsible per-
gons In the securities industry and provide
a focal point to which your comments might
be addressed. In order to expedite this in-
quiry we would appreciate your specific com-
ments thereon by August 15, 1966, after
which we expect to contact you for a more
extensive discussion of your responses, com-
ments and suggestions,
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1. The methods by which automation
could or should change the present odd-lot
structure.

2. The desirable “triggering” relationship
between odd-lot and round-lot executions on
the exchanges.

3. The feasibility and desirability of limit-
ing the execution of odd-lots to the specialist
in some or all stocks.

4. The desirability of having all odd-lots
executed in ome or more of the auction
markets.

6. The appropriate level of commissions
for the execution of odd-lots and the floor
brokerage or clearance charges, if any, which
would be applicable to such executions as
well as the propriety of an odd-lot differ-
ential being charged by specialists when such
activity i1s closely related to their round-lot
business in the same securities.

6. Whether the requirements as to any of
the foregoing should be uniform with re-
spect to all exchanges.

7. The relationship of odd-lot executions
in the third market to the odd-lot execu-
tions and the differential charged on national
securities exchanges.

8. The feasibility or utility of price com-
petition in odd-lots between markets.

9. The impact of the current break-point
(#556) on your members' income and profit
and the feasibility of reports which would
identify the significance of odd-lot differen-
tial income to such firms.

We believe your views would be most
helpful in resclving the above or any other
questions which you may consider pertinent
to a study of odd-lot trading. If you have
any questions on this matter, please com-
municate with the undersigned or Eugene H.
Rotberg, Assocliate Director.

Sincerely yours,
IrviNg M. POLLACK,
Director.

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION IN
HOUSING

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, while we
debate this important civil rights legis-
lation here today, I think it is heartening
to note that some of the people who are
most directly concerned, and most influ-
ential—and sometimes the most blamed,
it seems—in the problem of racial dis-
crimination in the sale of housing, are
themselves taking action to help elimi-
nate such discrimination.

I refer specifically to the board of
realtors in my hometown of Tacoma,
‘Wash., and in general to the Washington
State Association of Realtors.

The Tacoma board, with the coopera-
tion of the State association, has taken
the initiative to rid the real estate busi-
ness of disecrimination insofar as realtors
themselves are able to do so without
dictating to their clients, by adopting a
standard of practices.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that if all
of the people involved in the real estate
industry in this country were to take
action as responsible as this, and the in-
dustry were to police itself carefully,
there would be little need for legislation
to eliminate discrimination in housing.

August 2, 1966

I wish to include in my remarks at
this time the full standard of practices
adopted by the Tacoma Board of Real-
tors:

The Tacoma Board of Realtors subscribes
to the policy that a favorable public attitude
for equal opportunity in the acquisition of
housing can best be accomplished through
leadership, example, education and the mu-
tual cooperation of the real estate industry
and the public.

The following is hereby stated as the Code
of Practices of the Tacoma Board of Realtors:

1. It is the responsibility of a Realtor to
offer equal service to all clients without re-
gard to race, color, religion, or national origin
in the sale, purchase, exchange, rental, or
lease of real property.

a. A Realtor shall stand ready to show
property to any member of any racial, creedal,
or ethnic group.

b. A Realtor has a legal and ethical respon-
sibility to receive all offers and to commu-
nicate them to the property owner. The
Realtor being but an agent, the right of de-
cision must be with the property owner.

c. A Realtor should exert his best efforts
to conclude the transaction.

2. Realtors, individually and collectively,
in performing their agency functions have
no right or responsibility to determine the
racial, creedal, or ethnic composition of any
neighborhood or any part thereof,

a. A Realtor shall not advise property own-
ers to Incorporate in a listing of property an
exclusion of sale to any such group.

b. A Realtor may take a listing which in-
sists upon such exclusion, but only if it is
lawfully done at the property owner's in-
stance without any influence whatsoever by
the agent.

3. Any attempt by a Realtor to solicit or
procure the sale or other disposition in resi-
dential areas by conduct intended to im-
plant fears in property owners based upon
the actual or anticipated introduction of a
minority group into an area shall subject the
Realtor to disciplinary action. Any tech-
nigue that induces panic selling is a viola-
tion of ethics and must be strongly con-
demned.

4. Each Realtor should feel completely free
to enter into a broker-client relationship
with persons of any race, creed, or ethnic
group.

2. Any conduct inhibiting said relationship
is a specific violation of Article XIX of the
rules and regulations of this board, and shall
subject the vicolating Realtor to disclplinary
action,

TEXAS SAVINGS & LOAN ASSOCIA-
TION OPPOSES FEDERAL HOME
LOAN BANK BOARD POLICY OF
ALLOWING  DIFFERENT DIVI-
DEND RATES ON GEOGRAPHIC
BASIS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, thrift
institutions throughout the country are
experiencing their most difficult period
in 30 years due to the artificiai credit
stringency forced upon the economy by
the Federal Reserve Board. For many
years it has been the policy of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Board to allow
certain sections of the country, notably
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California and Nevada, to have higher
dividend rates than other associations
around the country. For many years
this was necessary due to the tremendous
population growth and housing market.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I believe it is time
for the Board to look at this practice very
carefully. This is not time for the many
thousands of already hard-pressed asso-
ciations to bear the brunt of uneven com-
petition from their own industry.

Mr. Leo W. Tosh, president of the Rusk
Federal Savings & Loan Association, of
Rusk, Tex., in my congressional district,
has written me on this matter, speaking
of the difficulties this policy presents to
Texas savings and loan associations. I
am inserting Mr. Tosh’'s letter into the
REecorp following my remarks for my col-
leagues’ information:

Rusk FEDERAL SAVINGS & LoOAN,
ASSOCIATION,
Rusk, Tex., July 27, 1966.
In re Banking Committee’s certificate of de-
posit-dividend bill.
Hon, WRIGHT PATMAN,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEArR Me. PaTman: According to the infor-
mation I have before me, the Bill which your
good Committee has approved is pretty well
what the savings and loan and banking in-
dustries need with the exception of, and I
would like to strongly urge you to remove
from, the Federal Home Loan Bank's author-
ity and privilege of allowing different rates
of dividends for savings and loan associations
because of their geographic locations.

It simply does not make good sense to me
to allow the California Associations to pay a
higher rate of dividend than the Associa-
tions in Texas may pay. Such is now the
case and it is causing millions of dollars of
Texas funds to move to California, which
is like a foreign land so far as Texas ls con-
cerned. The celling for bank Interest rates
and the ceiling for savings and loan dividend
rates should not be determined by geo-
graphie locations—this would be a sad
mistake and would be exceedingly harmful
to the savings and loan industry in Texas.

Please, therefore, use the strength of your
good Office to eliminate the geographic loca-
tion provision in this Legislation and greatly
oblige.

Very truly yours,
Leo W. TosH,
President.

LONGTIME DEMOCRAT HITS HIGH
INTEREST POLICIES OF FEDERAL
RESERVE CHAIRMAN MARTIN—
WARNS OF RECESSION

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point and include extra-
neous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, just re-
cently I received a most interesting letter
from a Democrat who first voted in the
selections of 1912, when Woodrow Wilson
was elected President. The letter, writ-
ten by Whitefoord S. Mays, Beverly Hills,
Calif., more than a half century later,
concerns the same problems facing the
American public in 1912. The big issue
of that election year was public-versus-
private control over the Nation’s mone-
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tary system. The voters had had enough

of paying homage to a handful of Wall

Street financiers. In 1913, President

Wilson made good on his campaign prom-

ise by insisting that the newly created

Federal Reserve Board be composed of

public officials and not bankers.

As Mr, Mays’ letter clearly indicates,
over the years the bankers have regained
their sway over the public’s monetary
system in the personage of William
MecChesney Martin, Jr.

Mr. Mays thoughtfully included his
letter written to President Johnson last
December 6 which refers to his telegram
to the President of that same day. In
both the letter and the telegram, Mr.
Mays severely criticized the Federal Re-
serve Board’s edict hiking interest rates
across-the-board and correctly predicted
the inflationary impact of higher inter-
est rates.

With unanimous consent, I will insert
at this point in the Recorp the letter
to me from Mr. Mays dated July 27 and
his enclosed letter of December 6 to
President Johnson:

Mays & Co.,
Beverly Hills, Calif., July 27, 1966.

Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN,

Chairman of Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Patman: For years I have fol-
lowed your career as Chairman of the House
Banking Committee, and particularly your
differences with Chalrman Martin of the
Federal Reserve Board. I am taking the
liberty of enclosing a copy of a letter I wrote
President Johnson on December 6, 1965.

Without desiring to be a Cassandra it
would seem to me that my prognostication
regarding rate increases and inflation are en-
tirely obsolete because, as you know, the
prime rate for big borrowers has been in-
creased from 414 to 653§ percent with threats
of another increase in the near future. God
knows what the medium size borrower is
paying . . . but I had occasion to talk to
two of my clients recently who borrow sub-
stantial amounts from the banks with com-
mensurate balances, and I was told that the
rates are now about 7 percent.

Out here mortgages through the Savings &
Loan Assoclations are almost unobtalnable,
but when funds are available, the borrower is
called on to pay about T percent on his
twenty-five year loan with exactlons of any-
where from five to seven points.

Despite the so-called shortage In money
for business loans and mortgage loans, the
banks are falling all over themselves in ad-
vocating “ready reserve accounts” and
“balance-plus accounts” where people of less
than modest means are encouraged to “buy
now and pay later” at a rate of 18 percent
per annum.,

Statements being published by the big
banks show Increases of anywhere from 10
to 16 percent over last year without giving
effect to recent rate hikes.

I realize that President Johnson has his
hands full on both foreign and domestic
fronts, but frankly I am disappointed that
he has not taken direct action to stop this

“escalation” of interest rates which has
added to . . . rather than detract from .
inflation.

I read an article in the Federal Reserve
Bulletin recently by Mr. Maise] indicating
that the interest pald last year on all in-
debtedness was seventy billion dollars . , .
state, government, and private. As I see it,
borrowing rates have gone up at least 30 per-
cent since December, and while, of course,
some of the loans in force are on a long term

17859

basis, I think you could readily assume that
the cost to the borrower—public and pri-
vate—has increased at least ten billion dol-
lars per year.

President Eennedy in my opinion took
proper actlon in respect of the steel price
increase which would have amounted to six
million dollars per year, and President John-
son has taken similar action in respect of
price increases on aluminum, copper and
molybdenum. I do not know what the ton-
nage 1s on these three items, but I would
say that the sum total would be a mere
bagatelle In comparison to the Increases I
have noted in interest * * * perhaps one
billion dollars vs. ten billlon dollars.

Congressman ULLMAN In a recent press
statement averred that the tight money is-
sue would work to the declded disadvantage
of Democratic candidates in the 1966 election,
and might cost them forty seats. I think he
is more than conservative in this statement,
and from & political standpoint the interest
issue plus inflation will be much more harm-
ful, and might well result In the loss of ef-
fective control over Congress. I don't mind
bringing up the political aspects of this mat-
ter, since as I sald to President Johnson, I
have been voting the Democratic ticket since
1912 without deviation, and while I am too
old to change, I think you will find a great
many others who are thoroughly dissatisfied
with the inaction of the administration on
this matter.

Another point I would like to mention is
that In the desire of the big banks to put
the Bavings & Loans out of business, they
have been very short-sighted. If they had
kept the rates for Certificates of Deposit at
414 percent, any temporary advantage the
Savings & Loans might have continued to
enjoy would have been quickly translated -
into demand deposits rather than time de-
posits.

The New York banks ralsed the Interest
rates on call loans to 15 and 20 percent in
1929. This did not stop borrowing or in-
flation. ¥You and I can well remember the
terrible aftermath, Like the Bourbons * * *
“they seem to forget nothing and learn
nothing.”

Enclosed is a clipplng from Newsweek,
August 1, 1966, emanating from one of the
high priests of tight money, Henry Hazlitt
who is even way to the right of Chairman
Martin. I think perhaps he would call 10
percent a very reasonable interest rate.

Apparently your Senate counterpart In
Virginia was not favored recently by the
voters, although enthusiastically supported
by the bankers!

In closing, let me say that I figure we are
now in Martin recession No. 51

I am confident you will do everything you
can to right this appalling situation which
could have been avoided without making a
hock shop of the American banking system.

Respectfully yours,
WHITEFOORD S, MAYS.

DecemsER 6, 1965,
Hon. LyNpon B. JOHNSON,
President of the United States,
Texas White House,
Johmnson City, Tez.

Dear M. PREsIDENT: In spite of the fact I
knew you were deluged with thousands of
communications daily, I took the liberty of
sending you a wire this morning as follows:

“I am astounded and shocked at the sur-
reptitious action of the Federal Reserve
Board increasing discount rates which will
add to inflation rather than detract from it.
It seems to me that the allowable increase
on the certificates of deposit further exacer-
bates an situation. Apparently
theythinkyouareapapu'ﬂm but!am
confident you will ple’s in-
terest to the utmost as yon alwaya have.
With great respect, Iam..."
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I was shocked and disappointed at the
action of the Federal Reserve Board in respect
of the discount rate, and also at the action
of four New York banks who raised the prime
rate to 5 percent today. All of this is sur-
reptitious and deflant action of your judg-
ment as repeatedly expressed. It really re-
minds me of the time in 1929 when Mr.
Hoover mildly objected to the increase In
call money rates to 15 percent (which did not
stop speculation). At that time Mr. Charles
E., Mitchell of the National City Bank when
questioned about Mr. Hoover's remark sald,
“Let Mr. Hoover attend to his business and
we will attend to ours.”

I was in extensive correspondence with Sec-
retary Fowler in October, and at that time I
pointed out that during the first eight
months of the current year, the increase in
capital funds of all commercial banks
amounted to $1,695,000,000, whereas In the
comparable period In 1864 the Iincrease
amounted to $1,081,000,000, a gain in 1965
of about 35 percent. These figures were
after the payment of taxes and dividends. It
seems to me that this answers the plea of the
banks that they need more revenue, al-
though they hypocritically based their ad-
vocacy of increased rates as a cure for in-
flation and the balance of payments.

If the 14 percent increase in rates sticks,
this would bring a windfall of virtually a
billilon dollars per year into the banking
system before the payment of taxes with
little or no increase in overhead.

There is another point which I am sure
has occurred to you and to your advisors, and
that is that the prime rate increase of 14
percent would add a very small cost to the
bank's operations, since the last Federal Re-
serve Bulletin which came today reflects the
total borrowings from the Reserve (only 10
percent from Reserve) and other banks as
$5,780,000,000 . . . or just about 3 percent of
the total loans of $192,800,000,000. You can
well see that an increase of 3 percent of 14
percent is almost infinitesimal. Of course,
they will endeavor to pass the full 1, percent
on to their customers.

I really feel a little apologetic about writ-
ing you, but as, first, a citizen, second a tax
payer, and third, as a life-long Democrat
who cast his first vote for Woodrow Wilson
in 1912, I think that I should add my moral
support to your position, and I hope that
these unwarranted, arrogant and unjustified
acts will soon be rescinded.

‘With great respect, I am,

Faithfully yours,
WHITEFOORD S, MAYS.

CHAIRMAN COOLEY ASKS THE
PRESIDENT TO SUPPORT LEGIS-
LATION TO HELP END THE
DEPRESSION IN THE HOMEBUILD-
ING INDUSTRY

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, my good
friend, chairman of the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture, HaroLp D. CooLEY, of
North Carolina, has sent me a copy of a
letter that he sent to President Johnson
concerning the crisis which presently ex-
ists in 'the housing industry. I am
pleased to eall this very fine letter to the
attention of the Members since it points
out so many of the aspects that the House
Banking and Currency Committee, of
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which I am chairman, has studied in the
past few months.

Chairman CooLey points out the dis-
astrous drop in housing starts and the
effect that this has on our labor market.
It also means many thousands of fami-
lies who have long looked forward to
owning their own homes are now denied
this prospect because of this artificially
created credit erisis.

The House Banking and Currency
Committee has reported out legislation
which seeks to correct this stifling con-
traction in the mortgage market and
seeks to end the spiraling savings rate
war. I appreciate the support which the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture has given to the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee's proposals.
Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to con-
sider very carefully this clear, forthright
analysis of the present crisis in the home
building industry.

Chairman CooLrEY’s letter follows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
U.S. COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., August 1, 1966.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PresmENT: The crisis in credit
that is stifling the housing industry in this
country commands the immediate attention
of all of us who have any responsibility to
the people.

Government monetary policy measures
have brought on a disastrous interest rate war
and a violent shift of funds hitherto avall-
able to finance home mortgages. As a con-
sequence, the home building industry is
hamstrung; the agony of this industry now
is spreading into other sectors of the economy
and, more importantly, is being felt by the
general public.

Home builders had great expectations of
constructing 1,600,000 housing units in
1966. These expectations confidently em-
braced new homes for enterprising families,
mitigation of slums, jobs for many thousands
of skilled workers, and millions of dollars
in new revenue for Federal, State and local
government. The stimulation of general
economic activity in this objective would
have enabled the Federal Government to save
great sums in expenditures alding the un-
employed and the destitute.

But we see now the annual rate of home
starts and permits the lowest since the last
two business recessions of the 1950's. Mort-
gages commitments of mutual savings banks
in June were down 63 percent as compared
with June of last year. Mortgage commit-
ments of savings and loans assoclations in
May were down 51 percent as compared with
May of 1965.

Mr. President, if this trend continues In
the next year, it may well mean that 800,000
fewer workers will be employed, 7 billion in
construction expenditures will be lost, with
an additional loss of $14 hillion in related
expenditures. All the industries and work-
ers who supply materials for bullders will be
affected, and the shock wave developing in
this vital industry will move violenfly across
the general economy.

A great deal of today's restlessness and
violence in our cities is being attributed by
government spokesmen to slums and sube-
standard housing; yet by Government policy
we are crippling the one great free enterprise
recourse to a solution of these housing and
social problems,

We confront an emergency. This crisis
is a consequence of Government policy. The
House Committee on Banking and Currency,
under the leadership of Honorable WRIGHT
Parman of Texas, has developed legislation
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to deal with the inherent dangers in this
policy.

Mr. President, I respectfully urge you to
throw the weight of this Administration be-
hind this legislation, and that you undertake
other courses of action, to unshackle and
unleash the building industry of this coun-
try, to provide homes for American families,
Jobs for milllons of workers, to lessen Gov-
ernment expenditures for the destitute, and
to increase the revenues of Government, at
all levels. In doing this, Mr. President, I
am certain the Nation will applaud your new
demonstration of confidence in free enter-
prise as the one great hope for ultimate
victory in the war against poverty in our
Nation.

Very sincerely,
HaroLp COOLEY.

NO. 1 EFFICIENCY RATING AWARDED
TO VA OFFICE, WACO, TEX., JACK
COKER, MANAGER

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, seldom
do our public officials receive the recogni-
tion they deserve. For that reason, I was
delighted that one of the best, Mr. Jack
Coker, manager of the VA Regional Of-
fice at Waco, Tex., and his outstanding
staff, who serve over 700,000 veterans,
were recently awarded the No. 1 effi-
ciency rating for achieving the highest
productivity rate of any VA office in the
United States. The fine work that the
Waco office performs daily in behalf of
veterans is well known to me and other
Members served by this regional office,
and we have long been grateful for the
services of Mr. Coker and his excellent
team.

The Waco Tribune-Herald of July 31
took note of this award-winning per-
formance, and under leave to extend my
remarks, I include the article at this
point:

Waco VA OrrFice Most EFFICIENT

WasHINGTON.—The Waco Reglonal Office
of the Veterans Administration has achieved
the highest productivity rate of any VA of-
fice In the United States, it was revealed to-
day by Congressman OLIN E. TEAGUE,

The top productivity rating, which means
greatest efficiency in operation, was for the
fiscal year which ended June 30.

Representative Teacue, chairman of the
House Veterans Affairs Committee, wired his
congratulations to Waco VA Manager, Jack
Coker.

“Your efficient and effective management
of matters pertaining to benefits to veterans,
their dependents and war orphans, is to be
highly commended,” TEAGUE'S message to
Coker said.

“This achievement is all the more sig-
nificant because of the unique and difficult
problems the Waco office has faced in the
past several years, not the least of which
were a major consolidation and a move to
new quarters,

“Your effectiveness In better serving the
veterans of Texas at less adminlstrative cost
to the taxpayers is especially appreciated by
your elected representatives who must answer
to the people for the efficlency of their gov-
ernment. You have established an outstand-
ing example of efficiency and economy for all
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in government to follow. Please extend my
personal congratulations to every employe
of your operation in making the Waco VA
Regional Office the outstanding office in the
country,” TEAGUE's telegram sald.

The congressman added: "I have always
harbored a bellef that Texans can do almost
any job better, and your outstanding per-
formance despite major handicaps, strength-
ens that conviction. EKeep up the good
work."”

Congressman W. R. PoAce of Waco wired
Coker:

“The Waco VA office long has had a fine
record of productivity. I was not therefore
surprised to learn that your office was
selected as the outstanding office in the
United States having the highest productiv-
ity rating in the nation. I congratulate you
and I look forward to the establishment of
even greater records. Flease extend my con-
gratulations and best wishes to all your
employes . . ."

The productivity rating of VA offices is
based on the amount of work turned out in
every phase of operation, from top manage-
ment to messenger service.

The Waco Reglonal Office, which covers one
of the largest land areas (two-thirds of
Texas) and administers one of the heaviest
loads of benefits (over 700,000 veterans) of
any VA office, is ranked No. 1 in competition
with all VA offices in the United States.

Willlam J. Driver, administrator of vet-
erans affairs in Washington, announced the
top rating earned by the Waco VA Regional
Office. “The result of efficlency of operations
is better service to the veterans of this na-
tion, who so ably served their country in
time of need,” Driver said.

‘Waco Manager Jack Coker said that “I am
extremely proud of our employes and their
achievements and the top productivity
rating.

“This record resulted from the dedication
of every employe in the organization to do a
better job. They have a great capacity for
excellence and recognition.”

Since 1968 the Waco VA office has con-
solidated regional offices formerly located at
Dallas and Lubbock, both of which were
larger than the original Waco VA office.

The Waco VA office only this year moved
into new quarters on Valley Mills Drive, a
building which was dedicated formally by
Administrator Driver.

The man-hours of work required by con-
solidation and moving were not subtracted
in the efficiency calculations, Driver sald, but
were included in computing the rating,
which makes the achievement even more
outstanding.

The Waco VA Reglonal Office administers
to 164 Texas countles, extending from
border to border. VA offices in Dallas, Lub-
bock, El Paso and Midland are supervised
by the Waco staff. Contact offices at Vet-
erans Hospitals in Waco, Dallas, Amarillo,
Big Spring, Marlin, Temple and Bonham also
are under Waco reglonal office supervision.

More than 500 employes staff the regional
office, according to Ray Todd, assistant man-
ager. He said the new GI Bill, adding Viet
Nam and those who served after EKorea, has
increased the workload which is being
handled by the existing Waco work force.

David Goodwin, management analysis offi-
cer, sald many new management techniques
instituted by the Waco VA office have helped
to increase productivity.

John R. McCarroll, chief, administrative
division, sald that there are more than
675,000 veterans' files utilized in the work
of the Waco office.

Coker said copies of Congressman TEAGUE'S
telegram will be forwarded to all VA offices
in the region.

Glyndon Hague, former of the
Waco office and now special assistant to the
chief benefits director, pralsed Manager

Coker and the employes of the Waco office.
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There is no doubt about it,” Hague said,
“Jack Coker is one of the outstanding execu-
tives in the federal government and the em-
ployees of Waco VA have virtually performed
miracles during the past four years. If
every government office did its job as well as
Waco VARO the administrative problems in
government would all but disappear. These
people are tremendous.”

WICKER BLASTS LLONG CAMPAIGNS

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, Tom
Wicker in his New York Times column
of July 28, 1966, said what I have been
saying for years, but he said it so much
better than I have that I want to include
it here.

I have long maintained that our long
presidential ecampaigns take an inordi-
nate toll of both the candidates and the
public and end by failing signally to
achieve their objective of bringing the
issues to the voters for rational discus-
sion. All this is done at a cost that stag-
gers the imagination through expendi-
tures which might be put to a much
better use.

I urge that these campaigns be limited
by law to 60 days. My bills, H.R. 96 and
House Joint Resolution 16, would accom-
plish this objective.

Read what Mr. Wicker says about the
effects of some of the recent presidential
campaigns upon the candidates who were
involved.

I hope that consideration will soon be
given to my bills by the Congress so that
our guadrennial political circus can be
brought to the same normal and reason-
able limts which obtain in nearly every
other civilized country in the world.

THE HOMECOMING OF BARRY GOLDWATER

(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, July 27.—Barry Goldwater
revived today what used to be a substantial
love affair between him and the Washington
press that he first alienated and then de-
nounced during the 1964 Presidential cam-
paign.

The way he and his friends see it now, he
told the National Press Club, “in our hearts
we know you're doing your best—and in your
hearts, you know we're right.”

AFFAIRS OF THE HEART

This was not the only affair of the heart
that crept into Mr. Goldwater’s relaxed dis-
course. Speaking of his love for the Grand
Canyon of his native Arizona, he said, “If
I've ever had a mistress, this is it. It may
not be the kind you'd think of, but it tells
no tales.”

This was vintage Goldwater of the pre-1064
variety—relaxed, amiable, mildly profane,
full of Rotarian humor, tanned and smiling,
every inch a man who enjoys cooking ham-
burgers on the backyard grill and hates to
shave on Sundays.

Asked how he would solve the big-city race
riots, Mr. Goldwater said first what most
Americans would—"That's a helluva ques-
tion.” And when he showed a home movie
of the Grand Canyon that included scenes
of himself being ducked in the Colorado
River he closed on a final shot of a derisive
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sign palnted on the canyon wall—"Tippeca-
noe and Barry too.”

“I never did understand what that meant,”
he sald.

Not enough Americans got a look at this
likable Goldwater during the 1864 campaign,
Our national political eples, In fact, have
become so big, so long, so impersonsal, so
bound up with communications and tech-
nology, so centered on images rather than
men, that it is almost miraculous if the
voters are able to sense any more the real
quality of the human beings they must
choose between. Worse, the pressures of
these quadrennial marathons on ordinarily
stable and reliable men are brutal.

A MERE SHADOW

The 1960 campalgn reduced Richard Nixon
to a gaunt, irritable, almost frantic shad-
ow—as the public saw him in the Ilast
days—and even John F. EKennedy in the
stress and rigors of those relentless months
disclosed little of the humor and intellect
that were to distinguish his brief Presidency.

So mild a man as Dwight Elsenhower
turned peevish at Adlal Stevenson's quips,
and the eloquent Stevenson of 1952 eventu-
ally wound up as a perspiring, harried man
going through obviously repugnant motions
in the hopeless final months of 19686.

In 1964, Mr. Goldwater never really seemed
to recover his polse after his first exposure to
the pressure of Presidential campaigning in
the New Hampshire primary. From that
point on, he grew steadily more remote, his
natural good humor ebbed away and his re-
luctance to mingle with crowds and report-
ers became a fixation.

Millions of Americans saw him only as a
dour, bespectacled, rather frightening figure
speeding past in a closed limousine, or pro-
pounding vaguely frightening propositions
from a faraway podium while the ever-pres-
ent falthful screamed fanatically.

Just once today Mr. Goldwater disclosed
something of what the crucible of 1964
must have been like for him. He had made
his famous speech extolling “extremism in
the defense of liberty,” he said, after he had
been “completely taken apart, cut up and
epit out by two men I thought were friends
—a reference to his bitter struggles with
Nelson Rockefeller and Willlam Secranton.
“I was pretty fed up at the time,” Mr, Gold-
water said, in obvious understatement.

The pressures of national political cam-
paigning surely will continue to mount as
the stakes grow ever larger, and it will be-
come even harder to see the real men in-
volved as more and more candidates hire
public relations firms and television directors
to retool, repaint and recharge them for the
race.

There is probably not much use lamenting
this, but it may account for a special qual-
ity in the welcome the old Barry Goldwater
received today from his friends. Not many
of them ever thought he was Presidential
timber and even fewer liked his 1964 cam-
palgn., He still displayed an unsurpassed
abllity to refine complexities into misleading
simplicitles—as when he streamlined Mar-
tin Luther King's doctrine of civil disobedi-
ence into the charge that Dr. King had urged
Negroes "to take the law into their own
hands,”

MAN AND IMAGE

But it's hard to hold that too much against
a man who could take the licking he did
and then say today that he had “arrived
two years late for the Presidency and two
weeks early for the wedding.” The image
never did do credit to the man, and there
are not many politicians of whom that can
be said.

AMERICAN EDUCATION SYSTEM

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
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address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the proposed regulations, 26 CFR 1, as
carried in the Federal Register for July
7, 1966, if enforced, will result in a seri-
ous setback to the work of the Congress
in improving American education. This
regulation will negate the effectiveness
of much of the new legislation designed
to improve the quality of instruction.

In hearings before the General Edu-
cation Subcommittee, on which I serve,
almost every witness stressed the impor-
tance, indeed the vital necessity, for
teachers to be retrained and upgraded,
not only in subject matter, but in new
techniques of teaching.

While the Congress has provided some
Federal fellowships and institutes for
teachers, these are only a drop in the
bucket compared with the need. By far
the great majority of teachers volun-
tarily, and from their own meager fi-
nancial resources, finance their own in-
service training.

Despite a variety of Internal Revenue
Service interpretations on the deducta-
bility of teachers’ educational expenses,
by and large in recent years, the rulings
of the court have been in favor of deduc-
tion of such expenses by teachers.

The Internal Revenue Service now pro-
poses that expenses incurred by teachers
for courses which lead to advanced de-
grees in their profession will not be
deductible. Most colleges are beginning
to require post-baccalaureate students to
enroll in planned programs leading to the
advanced degree. Thus, the teachers are
caught between the wise policies of in-
stitutions of higher education and the
peculiar reasoning of the IRS. The net
result will be that the step up in improv-
ing teacher qualifications will come to a
virtual halt. And the schoolchildren are
the ones who will suffer most.

On July 28, I introduced House Con-
current Resolution 927, which would ex-
press the sense of Congress that the IRS
proposed regulation herein discussed not
be made effective or enforced until Con-
gress has authorized such a regulation
by the Internal Revenue Service.

One of my distinguished ecolleagues
{from Michigan, Congresswoman MARTHA
GrIFFITHS, and many other Members
have introduced bills to correct the con-
fused situation brought about by IRS
in relation to the deductibility of teach-
ers’ educational expenses.

It is my sincere hope that legislation
of this type can be enacted by the 89th
Congress. It is the purpose of House
Concurrent Resolution 927 to deter the
Internal Revenue Service from proceed-
ing to further confuse the issue at this
time, pending enactment of appropriate
legislation.

AMENDMENTS FOR THE RECIPRO-
CAL EXCHANGE OF AIR ROUTES
WITH FOREIGN NATIONS

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill which will amend
a section of the Federal Aviation Act in
order to correct a situation which places
U.S. air carriers at a very serious com-
petitive disadvantage with foreign air
carriers. This bill, which is identical to
bills already introduced by several Mem-
bers of this body, will remove a pro-
cedural anomaly that has developed in
the administration of the act that poses
a very real threat to national interest.

Under the present provisions of the
act, the President has authority to nego-
tiate international agreements for the
reciprocal exchange of air routes with
foreign nations. Once an exchange of
routes has been agreed upon, each na-
tion designates a carrier or carriers to
operate over that route. After designa-
tion, a carrier must, however, apply to
the Civil Aeronautics Board for a formal
license to commence operations. In the
case of foreign air carriers, the proce-
dures are simple and expeditious and, as-
suming Presidential approval, the CAB
usually issues a foreign air carrier permit
within a matter of 60 to 90 days after
the filing of the original application.
Once the foreign air carrier permit is is-
sued, the foreign airline is fully author-
ized to commence service.

Mr. Speaker, in contrast to the simple
and expeditious procedure enjoyed by
foreign air carriers, under present law
and regulation an American-flag carrier
is almost always required to participate
in a certificate proceeding before the
CAB—an administrative process that
typically involves many applicants and is
inevitably awkward and time consuming,
frequently requiring 4 or 5 years for com-
pletion. Only after this procedure is
completed may an applicant receive a
certificate authorizing it to begin service
on the same route agreed upon by the
two countries years before.

The bill which I am introducing today
is designed to empower the President and
the CAB to act to eliminate this com-
petitive disadvantage. The bill will au-
thorize the President and the CAB to act
with equal promptitude in licensing
American-flag carriers on routes now
being exploited solely by foreign air car-
riers. Specifically, it authorizes the
Civil Aeronautics Board to exempt one
or more such carriers from the usual cer-
tification requirement for a temporary
period, subject to approval by the Presi-
dent.

Mr, Speaker, we simply cannot afford
to give foreign air concerns a head start
in the exploitation of new international
routes, particularly since a high propor-
tion of the passengers traveling these
routes will be U.S. nationals. I urge
every Member of Congress to take steps
to insure that this situation will be cor-
rected during this session of Congress.

THE AIRLINE STRIKE

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
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marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, per-
haps after a long, hard day of delibera-
tions—and I hope it is about coming to
an end—a comment relating to another
subject matter might be a welcome re-
lief at this point. I do not know exactly
how to entitle these remarks. Perhaps
it should be “The Red-Faced Florida
Officials” or “Should We Take Up Our
Abode in the Seminole Indian Tepee,
Our Faces Being Sufficiently Red,” or
should it be, “The President Announces
the Birth of a Beautiful Strike Settle-
ment, but the Only Trouble Is It Was
Stillborn.”

Mr. Speaker, I read in the Sunday
paper a rather interesting advertisement
signed by my distinguished Governor of
the State of Florida, Florida’s outstand-
ing Democrat leader, Haydon Burns, in
which it says in the Washington Star of
Sunday:

Thank you, Mr. President . . .

Six million Floridians join with me in
congratulating you on the personal leader-
ship that has now settled the crippling strike
of five ma]or alrlines.

We are taking this means of publicly ex-
pressing our gratitude to you for your leader-
ship in ending this strike. All Florida thanks

‘ou.
¥ Respectfully,
(Signed) Haypon BURNS,
Governor of Florida.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I did a little bit
of checking, out of interest, because I
just wondered where the money came
from for this premature “thank you"——

Mr. GROSS. For a full-page ad?

Mr. CRAMER. For a full-page ad,
thanking the President of the United
States for an act not completed.

So I checked with the Florida Devel-
opment Commission, and I guess that
director is just about red faced enough
to take up an abode in the tepee that
I mentioned previously.

The Florida Development Commission
advised me that this full-page ad cost
$2,615 for this premature announce-
ment—“Six million Floridians join with
me in congratulating you on your per-
sonal leadership in settling the strike.”

Mr. Speaker, I think it is about time
that maybe someone had ought fo join
me in demanding, along with those 6
million Floridians, that the money be
returned.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr., YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Florida for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I received a telegram
today which was quite interesting, ad-
dressed to my office, as follows:

Alrline strike must be lifted. Losses in
flower industry mounting, Government
plane carrying Luci’s flowers while other
customers are denied transportation. Please
urge your committee to recommend com-
pulsory arbitration.

B ENOMOTO,
President, San Mateo County Farm Bureau.
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Mr. CRAMER. They need the benefit
of a full-page ad too, I guess, “Thank
you, Mr. President.”

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Speaker, I won-
der if the gentleman from California
[Mr. Youncer] could provide me docu-
mentation for this allegation that a
Government plane is carrying lowers for
the wedding?

I have had a preliminary check made,
and find no information as of this date
to that effect.

I cannot vouch for what the real facts
are, but the preliminary check indicates
than no flowers are being brought to
Washington from California for the
wedding by a Government plane.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Enomoto, the
President of the Flower Association out
there, says so, and I am taking his word
for it. I have notchecked it.

Mr. MAHON. Are they bringing the
flowers from California to Washing-
ton—is that the gentleman’s understand-
ing?

Mr. YOUNGER. Well, our State and
our county particularly furnished most
of the flowers for the big ceremony over
in England. We do that all the time.
It is a great source for orchids.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman is going to use all of my time
in bragging about California, I am going
to have to refuse to yield further. I am
sure that this full-page ad will be of
sufficient interest to all Members, and I
shall have it placed in the RECORD.

The matter referred to follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star,
July 31, 1966]
THANE You, Mr. PRESIDENT . . .

Six million Fleridians join with me in con-
gratulating you on the personal leadership
that has now settled the crippling strike of
five major airlines.

Of all the issues at stake in this tragic
strike, none was greater than the public wel-
fare. Your action has demonstrated your
understanding of the devastating effects of
this stoppage upon millions of wage-earners
and businessmen who were innocent victims
of this dispute.

A continuation of this strike would have
inflicted even greater damage on the already
severely affected economy of Florida and the
many other areas of the nation that were
deprived of vital air transportation facilities.
Your own "“VISIT USA"™ program to which
s0 much effort has been devoted would have
suffered a still more serlous setback as addi-
tional numbers of Americans would have va-
cationed abroad while our visitors from over-
seas would have cancelled their plans to visit
our country. This was a situation that ur-
gently called for the national leadership that
only the President can provide.

As America's leading resort state, Florida
now looks forward to welcoming a mid-
summer floodtide of family vacationers who
will come from all parts of the nation and
from Latin America and Europe as well.

We are taking this means of publicly ex-
pressing our gratitude to you for your lead-

ership in ending this strike. All Florida
thanks you.
Bupectfull?.
HAYDON BURNS,

Governor of Florida.
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COMMUNICATIONS AND THE
ENOWLEDGE INDUSTRY—AD-
DRESS BY ROBERT W. SARNOFF

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. YouNGErR] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, Mr.
Robert W. Sarnoff, president of the
Radio Corp. of America, delivered an ad-
dress at the commencement exercises at
Washburn University, Topeka, Kans., on
June 5, on the subject “Communications
and the Knowledge Industry.” His ad-
dress follows:

COMMUNICATIONS AND THE KNOWLEDGE
INDUSTRY
(Address by Robert W. Sarnoff)

I am profoundly honored by the degree
‘Washburn University has conferred on me,
and I am privileged to join you in one of the
most stirring ceremonials of an educated
society. Although my own commencement
occurred 27 years ago, it is not so ancient
that I cannot share the excitement and
challenge that surround this occasion. I
hope, however, that it has also been time
enough for me to acquire the appearance of
gravity that is expected of a representative
of an older generation when addressing a
younger one.

There have been times when the dialogue
between our generations has had an uncer-
tain and elusive quality. In recent years,
commencement speakers have not always
known whether to reprove their listeners for
insufficient concern with the world or an
excess of it—for sitting out or sitting in. As
a result, some of us have become like Mark
Twain, who doubted the ability of the gen-
erations to communicate at all. Twain left
home at the age of 18 because he thought
his father was too far behind the times. He
returned at the age of 24 and remarked that
he could not get over how much his father
had learned in six years.

If occasionally we have not been com-
municating on the same wave length, and
there has been too much static in the air,
it seems to me that this is due not so much
to a difference in our years but to a funda-
mental difference in our times. The world
has changed more in the 20 or so years of
your existence, since World War II, than in
all the previous millennia of recorded
history.

Your generation has witnessed, among the
many changes, a population explosion of
newly independent nations, a epidemic of in-
ternational conflicts, and the steadily in-
creasing role of government in soclety. You
have also been privy to the first glilmpses of
man's ultimate control over his environ-
ment—the unleashing of thermonuclear
forces, the extension of the electron to vir-
tually every human activity, the exploratory
probings into the secrets of life, the reach-
ing out to the moon and planets. The won-
der is that we communicate with each other
as well as we do.

Whatever the distance between us, there
is a bridge that can bring meaning and un-
derstanding to our dialogue. You cannot
venture into the uncertainties of the future
without reference to the certainties of the
past. Your challenge is to join the forces of
the old and the new—experience and experi-
ment, history and destiny, the world of man
and the new world of science. How well you
achieve this synthesis will be the measure of
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your future successes or failures. We can at
least help you part of the way in constructing
the bridge.

Perhaps the most distinctive characteris-
tle of this era is its emphasis on an element
of power that has not been fully utilized in
the past to advance the human destiny.
That power is knowledge. Like electricity
and other forms of physical energy, it can be
channeled into new products and services,
new human activities, and even the crea-
tion of new forms of society.

The preoccupation with knowledge has
moved outward from the classroom and the
laboratory into the business office and gov-
ernment bureau, farm and factory; from
the seats of learning to the centers of deci-
Bion. It has even been suggested that the
entire business of man ultimately may be-
come learning and knowing, and all forms
of wealth will be created by the movement
of information.

THE "ENOWLEDGE INDUSTRY"

The “knowledge industry,” as the experts
are beginning to call it, covers the entire
information spectrum, from research and
education to television and publishing, It is
everything that relates to the acquisition,
processing, and dissemination of information.
This industry is growing at a rate twice that
of the economy as a whole, and by the time
most of you are 40 it may account for as
much as half the gross national product.
Consider, for example, the information that
will be streaming in from satellites scanning
the world of space, from electron micro-
scopes probing the world of the molecule and
atom, from computers assembling, sorting,
and retrieving every item of knowledge
recorded by humans.

Moreover, this industry generates its own
momentum. Each increase in the sum of
knowledge increases the complexity of the
soclety which uses it, and this, in turn, calls
for more knowledge. It is small wonder that
the world’s information, which is doubling
with each generation, has grown far beyond
the capacity of any individual to compre-
hend it all. And this has led to a dilemma
and a crisis in the human condition and the
social organism.

THE RISE OF SPECIALIZATION

Because no man is a computer, capable of
total information storage and recall, he is
penned increasingly into areas of specializa-
tlon—forced to make a cholce of interests,
condemned to know more and more about
less and less. The result is that at a time
when he should encompass an increasingly
wide range of knowledge, his scope has nar-
rowed. Specialization has bred parochialism
and ignorance of other fields. Ignorance has
led to indifference, and Iindifference has
sometimes festered into hostility. Nowhere
is the schism more evident and nowhere is it
potentially more perilous to the progress of
mankind than the one which exists between
technology and the humanities.

The estrangement ls not altogether novel.
Marshall McCluhan, the provocative student
of technology and communications, places
the great divide in the late Renaissance, when
the invention of the printing press finally
assigned the symbols of the two cultures—
the scientific and the humanist, Numbers
were established as the language of tech-
nology, and letters as the language of the
humanities.

In the centuries since Gutenberg, the gulf
between these disciplines has steadily grown
wider. New discoveries and Inventlons, pro-
ceeding at an accelerating rate, have greatly
extended man’s perception and control of his
natural environment. In sheer volume, these
developments have far outstripped progress
in the perception and control of the human
environment. This imbalance has further
aggravated the division.
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Scientists, engineers, and technlcians—in-
creasingly important members of the popu-
lation—are often too preoccupled to give
serious consideration to the humanities and
social fields. Thus, they frequently suffer
from the absence of values which give mean-
ing to life and direction to work. Talents
which could be tremendously helpful in the
soclal flelds are seldom put to such use.

THE FEAR OF TECHNOLOGY

On the other hand, the creative artist and
soclal commentator rarely take the time or
make the effort to understand the technology
that has become so much a part of their life
and times. From their ignorance and mis-
understanding springs the mistrust of sci-
ence that permeates so much of today's
creativity.

A recurring theme in literature, typified by
the novels of Aldous Huxley and George Or-
well, is that man has lost control of his tech-
nology. Like the sorcerer’'s apprentice, he
has become the slave instead of the master
of the machine. The French soclologist,
Jacques Ellul, carries the thought a step fur-
ther by asserting that it is not merely the
machine that is taking over but what he
describes as technique, or the movement to
rationalize and standardize all human activ-
ity. This force, which he says has become an
end In itself, is subverting the traditional
values and dehumanizing man himself.

The fear of technology is as ancient as
the legend of Prometheus stealing fire from
the gods or the story of the Chinese sage
who refused to use a plough because, as he
said, “Whoever uses machines grows a heart
like a machine.” This thought was carried
to its logical conclusion a century or so ago
in the novels of Samuel Butler. He pro-
posed that the problem be solved by sup-
pressing knowledge and demolishing ma-
chines.

These prejudices are not academic nor are
they limited to a handful of intellectual
mandarins, In one form or another, they
extend to every strata of our society, which
cheers the latest breakthrough In science
but worries about the consequences. The
dispersal of a mushroom cloud around the
world moves us to awe at man’s unlimited
power and to dread at his limited wisdom.
We want all of the products of automation
but so many of our present-day labor troubles
are in protest agalnst its dislocations. A
cliché of the entertainment world is the mad
scientlst—Iindifferent to the fate of humanity
and intent only on proving out his theories.
80 the schism grows, and it has both its
serious and its lighter aspects.

The answer to the problem of increased
knowledge is not greater ignorance any more
than the answer to the computer is a re-
turn to sampling a witch’s cauldron or di-
vining the flight of birds. The solution to
the information explosion lies in the bet-
ter organization of knowledge, In 1ts broader
distribution and use. We need to put our
intellectual house in order so that we can
move easily from room to room and feel at
home with any mental furniture—from the
purely aesthetic to the wholly functional.

BALANCING SCIENCE AND ART

In a limited sense, other ages and so-
cieties found the answer, and it is up to your
generation to do so again In the face of a
far more formidable challenge. For the an-
cient Greeks, as Edith Hamilton has pointed
out, “The truth of poetry and the truth of
sclence were both true.” They sought and
brilliantly achieved the development of the
whole man, and the result was a human
flowering that gave birth to Western civil-
ization.

A similarly broad approach to life was at-
tained by the Renaissance man, personified
by Leonardo da Vincl with his creative genius
as an artlst and inventor, or by Lorenzo de’
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Medicl as statesman, poet, mercantilist, and

patron of the arts. At a later time, the Age -

of Enlightenment produced such glants as
Franklin and Jefferson—men of sclence,
statesmen, social philosophers.

What was common to all these men and to
their times was the balance they achieved be-
tween science and art, reason and emotion,
hard fact and human intuition. And in those
days a man of intelligence could hope to
grasp most of the knowledge that was then
available.

NEW INSTRUMENTS OF INFORMATION

But today, no mind is capable of such ac-
complishment unaided. The facts are too
many, their variety too great, their com-
plexity frequently too rich for ordinary com-
prehension. Yet, the need was never greater
for a broadly informed citizenry, capable of
understanding the major developments of
the age and their relationship. With the
facilities available, the means must be found
for reconstituting the Athenian and Floren-
tine ideal in a 20th century context. What
are these facilities?

The new instruments of information, with
their speed, flexibility, and almost limitless
capacity are ideally suited to the task of dis-
tributing the knowledge of both art and sci-
ence on the broadest possible scale., Teleyi-
sion, for example, has exposed millions to
experience in the arts that range from great
drama and music to the painting of Michel-
angelo or Van Gogh and the sculpture of
Moore or Gilacomettl. Through television,
the mass audience also has become aware of
the challenges of conservation, the problems
of air pollution, and the progress of medical
sclence. The viewer 1s as famillar with space
exploration as he is with the travels of Bob
Hope.

UNLIMITED CHANNELS

Though it is even younger than television,
the computer is now being used to simulate
complex soclal and human ssytems and to
shed light on such problems as overpopula-
tion and juvenile delinquency. The same in-
strument that can plot a space shot at the
moon also has become a research assistant
to the arts, Computers are helping to pre-
pare a measure-by-measure profile of each
of Haydn’s 104 symphonies, to collate the five
different versions of a Henry James novel,
and to edit a concordance to the poems of
Emily Dickinson. Indeed, the computer is
providing the modern forum for psycholo-
gists to work together with engineers, so-
ciologists to collaborate with economists, and
literary scholars to blend their labors with
mathematicians. The electron, in brief, is
removing the barrlers and rebuilding the
bridges between the sciences and humanities,

In a few years, the range of electronic in-
formation will be broadened further by new
systems that will provide virtually unlimited
channels for the flow of Information from
any point of orlgin to any place of reception,

Laser "pipes” between major metropolitan
centers will have a capacity for transmitting
information millions of times greater than
the most advanced systems in use today.
Microwave channels and communications
satellites will beam television, telephone, and
facsimile directly into the home, the office,
or school. No sight, sound, printed word, or
image will be beyond the immediate reach of
the listener or viewer, and computers will
provide instant translations from any foreign
language. The total panorama of man's
knowledge and experience will extend before
us in infinite variety.

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE CULTURES

‘With so great a diversity of choices, we
will use computers for the further purpose of
scanning the vast flow of information pass-
ing through the communications channels
and alerting us to those events and enter-
talnments that are likely to be of personal
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interest. Our intake of information will be
susceptible to pre-planning—to the kind of
balance and diversity which is sought in
formal education. Moreover, in a number
of areas, this new information system will
permit a two-way dialogue, comparable to
a question-and-answer session between stu-
dent and teacher. Thus, we will begin to
experience the mind-stretching effect that
has already been observed through the use of
electronic teaching aids.

It is interesting to note that these elec-
tronic instruments suffer from none of the
human impediments to communication be-
tween the cultures. They converse with
equal fluency through the words of litera-
ture, the graphics of art, and the equations
of sclence. Moreover, there is no difference
among words, images, or numbers in elec-
tronic transmission, They are all s0 many
bits of energy.

Thus, we face the exciting prospect of re-
gaining our mastery over knowledge. And
with mastery we will be capable of re-estab-
lishing on a far more comprehensive basis the
Western tradition of the integral man—
utilizing both science and art, mind and
spirit, in the fulfillment of his potential,

A NEW AGE OF ENLIGHTENMENT

But this potential cannot be achieved
through mechanical devices alone. No in-
strument, however versatile, and no system,
however universal, can substitute for man’s
own will for truth and understanding. It
can only provide the means.

It was not knowledge but the attitude to-
ward knowledge that created the towering
figures of Periclean Greece, the Renaissance,
and the Age of Enlightenment. It was an
awareness that all truths lead ultimately to
the final truth—man’s place in the cosmos—
that gave depth and meaning to their works.

You have the opportunity to create such
an Age of Enlightenment in your own cen-
tury, and this is your greatest challenge—
to keep faith with the past while you keep
pace with the future; to maintain the hu-
man heritage in an era of vast technological
change, It was one of the greatest scien-
tific minds of all time, Albert Einstein, who
said: “Man is here for the sake of other
men."”

You will go on learning after you leave this
campus, for to cease learning is to cease ex-
isting—and today this applies to individuals
as well as to nations. But as you pursue
your careers and develop your purposes, may
I suggest that you keep in mind the broader
objectives of your time on earth, to achleve
a balance and richness in your personal lives
and in the life of your society.

DONATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY
TO VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPART-
MENTS

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GOODELL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation designed to
permit the donation of surplus property
of the United States to volunteer fire de-
partments.

There is a continuing need for this
amendment to the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 which
deals with the disposal of this property.
Volunteer fire departments represent the
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highest ideals of service to the com-
munity and society at large in thousands
upon thousands of towns and villages in
the United States today.

Under present law, there is authority
to donate available surplus equipment to
tax-supported and nonprofit tax-exempt
institutions, hospitals, clinics, civil de-
fense units, colleges, universities, and
other schools.

Mr. Speaker, huge portions of this
country, including some of the suburban
areas near the Nation’s Capital, are pro-
tected only by volunteer units. I believe
it is the clear duty of the Congress to aid
them where it can do so, particularly
since they do so much to help themselves.

All citizens benefit from an active and
well-equipped volunteer fire department
both from protection afforded and the re-
sulting reduced fire insurance rates.

I believe this is good legislation and
should be considered further by the
House of Representatives.

NEGROES AND THE OPEN SOCIETY

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. RUMSFELD] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, the
Honorable Edward Brooke, Attorney
General of the Commonwealth of Massa~-
chusetts, and the Republican candidate
for the U.S. Senate, today released a sig-
nificant statement entitled, “Negroes and
the Open Society.” This statement, dis-
cussing one of the most pressing prob-
lems faecing our country, is made by a
man tested in public service as attorney
general of Massachusetts, a man of great
knowledge and experience in the sub-
jects discussed, and a man firm in his re-
solve to help achieve the American prom-
ise of freedom and equality of opportu-
nity for all men.

Attorney General Brooke seeks a truly
“open society—a society which extends
to all Americans the freedom and oppor-
tunity to have equal justice under law,
to obtain quality education, to enjoy de-
cent housing and good health, and to
gain access to the economic benefits
available under the free enterprise sys-
tem.” He thoughtfully sets forth his
recommendations and approaches to
achieve these goals, and concludes with
this comment:

For over the course of more than three
centuries, we have dared to seek strength
for our society by giving freedom to its mem-
bers, We have liberated common men and
women and have discovered uncommon faith
and power. We have dedicated ourselves to
the importance of the individual and have
achieved unparalleled greatness as a Nation,

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting the text
of Attorney General Brooke's statement
at the conclusion of my remarks, not be-
cause all will agree with its every
thought, but because it represents an im-
portant contribution to the dialog on
civil rights. The challenge it sets forth
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tells much of this outstanding public
official.

NEGROES AND THE OPEN SOCIETY

(By Edward W. Brooke, attorney general of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and
Republican candidate for U.S. Senator)
Racial discrimination has struck at the

heart of the American dream—the promise of

freedom and equality of opportunity—for
over two hundred years. It has gnawed at
the political and social fabric of America, at
times threatening to overwhelm us. It has
exacted high costs—in human suffering,
economic loss (a loss that approached 827
billion in 1966), inferior education, blighted
neighborhoods, and infant mortality to
mention only a few. Racial discrimination
has been a serious handicap to our foreign
policy. especially in our relations with the
peoples of the developing nations of Asia,

Afriea, and Latin America.

As the Republican candidate for the
United States Senate, I advocate a broadly-
based, massive assault against all remaining
forms of discrimination in American life,

I call for an Open Society—a society which
extends to all Americans the freedom and
opportunity to have equal justice under law,
to obtain quality education, to enjoy decent
housing and good health, and to gain equal
access to the economic benefits available in a
free enterprise system. In order to achieve
an Open Bociety, the thinking and approach
to the problem of civil rights must be re-
directed. There must be a major shift in em-
phasis in current programs. I suggest three
guidelines.

1. A coordinated, comprehensive, strategic
attack: The problems of racial discrimination
are interrelated. They occur in discernible
patterns. Patterns of segregation in housing
are reflected in de facto segregation In
schools. Substandard education is corre-
lated with high rates of unemployment.
Limitations on employment and the op-
portunity for vocational advancement, in
turn, restrict income and economic mobility.

Discrimination is a system that will yleld
only to a coordinated, comprehensive, stra-
tegic attack. In recent years, other than
civil rights groups, the Federal Government
has borne the brunt of this attack. But
state and local governments and the private
sector of our nation—our universities,
churches, our labor unions, businesses and
civic assoclations—must be allies, An ex-
cellent example has been Massachusetts,
which has actually moved in a direction
that is well in advance of the Federal
Government.

If this nation is to deal with more than the
individual symptoms, a constructive partner-
ship will be needed between the public and
the private sectors at all levels.

2. Metropolitan planning: The problem of
discrimination against the Negro is no longer
a regional problem. The experiences of de-
pression, war, and population migration have
made it a problem of national scope, increas-
ingly focused in our metropolitan centers of
population. Negroes who have moved to the
nation's cities, have been excluded by eco-
nomic and racial barriers from the predomi-
nantly white residential suburbs. The
growing ghettos of our central cities, with
their deteriorating housing, inferior schools
and generally inadequate public facilities
now stand as the greatest challenge to the
achievement of an Open Society.

If the nation is to resolve the problems
stemming from racial concentration in our
cities it will need metropolitan-wide plan-
ning. It cannot be bound by local prejudice
or by the inertia of poorly conceived govern-
mental pro, . Too many Federal pro-
grams stop with the central city when the
basic problems of discrimination are much
wider. Here must be a willingness to ex-
periment with enlarged governmental dis-
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tricts, intergovernmental compacts, new site
locations for housing, schools, and other
public facilities, and programs that link two
or more communities in the metropolitan
area.

In substance, a new metropolitan perspec-
tive must be applied to virtually all facets of
discrimination in our urban society. With-
out such planning, the problems of the
ghetto will become insurmountable.

8. Vigorous enforcement of the law: An-
other guideline for any effective civil rights
program is vigorous enforcement of the law.
The national Administration’s failure to en-
force civil rights laws has caused great dis-
appointment.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
bans discrimination in all Federally assisted
programs. But not until May of 1966 did
the Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare announce that Federal funds would be
withheld from school districts that practice
discrimination. One year after passage of
the Civil Rights Act, the United States Com-
mission on Civil Rights found that there
were discernible patterns of noncompliance
in nearly two-thirds of the hospitals sur-
veyed—despite the fact that each hospital
had recelved financial assistance from the
Federal Government. And to date, the Jus-
tice Department has failed to appoint any
Federal registrars to Georgia under provi-
sions of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, even
though that state has the largest number
of unregistered Negroes of voting age. These
are only the most blatant examples of exec-
utive inaction.

Weak enforcement can be traced in other
areas to inadequate planning and staffing.
Moreover, some enforcement procedures have
proved to be ineffective tools in rooting out
discrimination, The complaint system, for
example, has generally proved useless be-
cause the burden of filing court sults has
been placed on the victims of discrimina-
tion.

Existing civil rights law must be a more
potent weapon in the war against segregation
and discrimination. Legislation must be
vigorously enforced. Enforcement agencles
must be provided with adequate staffs to pro-
vide the necessary leadership. And those
laws which contain inadequate enforcement
procedures must be amended.

These principles should guide our attack
in the following major areas of discrimina-
tion in American society.

I. EDUCATION

Twelve years after the Supreme Court deci-
sion on school segregation, virtually no prog-
ress has been made in desegregating our
schools. Only about 6 percent of Southern
Negro children attend school with white
children.

In both the North and South Negro schools
are almost always inferior in quality to white
schools; and both Negro and white school
children now receive an inferior education to
the extent that they are not being prepared
to live in a pluralistic society. The elimina-
tion of segregation from the schools is the
most critical issue facing American education
today.

The United States Office of Education sets
the guldelines under which school systems
must desegregate. The most recent guide-
lines of March 1966 are considerably stronger
than those issued in the past. However, de-
spite the May deadline for filing compliance
agreements for the 1966-67 school year, by
mid July, 78 school systems in the South had
failed to submit plans for desegregation as a
first step for meeting government demands.
Close to 80 more school districts had sub-
mitted agreements but attached conditions
that may prove unacceptable upon review.

In the face of this open deflance of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, no Federal funds
were withdrawn from school districts that
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discriminate until May of this year and only
12 districts were affected at the time.

Whereas segregation in the South has tra-
ditionally been supported by law, Northern
style segregation, commonly referred to as
de facto segregation has risen primarily from
community custom and indifference, seg-
regated patterns of housing and gerryman-
dered school districts.

In Philadelphia, 58 percent of the pupils
enrolled in public schools are Negro; in Man-
hattan, 75 percent of the children are non-
white; in Washington, D.C., 89 percent of the
pupils in public schools are Negro. And the
percentages are increasing.

The tragedy of the ghetto, however, in-
volves more than the racial concentration of
our schools. As psychologist Dr. Kenneth
Clark states, “segregation and inferior edu-
cation reinforce each other.” The quality of
education invariably suffers.

The Federal Government has taken no ac-
tion in the North in the mistaken belief that
the mere threat of withholding funds would
force school districts to take steps toward
ending de facto segregation. But even this
threat has been removed with the recent
announcement by Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare John Gardner that Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 did not
apply to de facto segregation.

Recommendations

To meet the crisis in education faced in
the North and South alike, I strongly urge
that the following steps be taken:

1. Action on school desegregation:

*Prompt and vigorous enforcement of
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(banning discrimination in all Federally as-
slsted programs) is required. The Federal
Government must not hesltate to cut off
funds from school districts which fail to
meet the Government's standard. To as-
sure this end:

*Congress should provide adequate staff
and funding for the enforcement operation
of the Office of Education and should in-
crease its initial appropriation of $3 mil-
lion to desegregating school districts.

*Congress should enact Title III of the
Administration’s Civil Rights Bill of 1966
which would strengthen the Office of the
Attorney General in desegregation suits.
This section would allow the Attorney Gen-
eral to file desegregation sults, even if he
did not have a written complaint and local
residents were financially able to sue on
their own behalf.

2. Reducing racial concentration: Short-
term measures such as the pairing of schools,
busing (for example, the Metropolitan Coun-
cil for Eduecational Opportunities—better
known as METCO—in Massachusetts) and
open enrollment while quite useful, should
not be regarded as permanent solutions to
the problem of racial imbalance., An ade-
quate solution will require metropolitan area
planning.

*Congress should move to clarify the am-
biguities contained in Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 19064 by enacting legislation
which makes de facto segregation of schools
illegal and provides for the withholding of
funds from school districts which practice
de jfacto segregation. The Federal courts
should be given the authority to enforce
the provisions of the law. At present, Mas-
sachusetts is faced with an anomalous sit-
uation in which state funds have been with-
held because of de facio segregation in the
Boston school system, while millions of dol-
lars are poured into the City by the Federal
Government.

*Federal grants lssued under Title I of
the Elementary and Secondary School Act
should be used as incentives to metropoli-
tan planning. Federal funds issued for
school construction should be used to break
up, rather than strengthen the patterms of
segregation.
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*The states, in cooperation with the Fed-
eral government, localities, and private sec-
tor, should implement effective metropolitan
planning in eduecation. Such planning
should Include the enlargement of school
districts, new transportation patterns, and
the construction of new schools aimed at
reducing racial concentration.

*Educational parks, in particular repre-
sent a promising, bold approach to the prob-
lem of achieving quality education and more
raclally balanced schools. These school com-
plexes would assemble on a single large cam-
pus children from an attendance area broad
enough to include both majority and minor-
ity children. The concentration of students,
teachers and resources would result in rich-
er programs and more services than any in-
dividual school could provide. Thelr stra-
tegic location would help alleviate the prob-
lem of raclial imbalance as well,

3. Teachers and curriculum: Teachers can
play a vital role In upgrading the quality of
education and in school integration.

*Where practice teaching is done on a
segregated basis, the Federal Government
should take action under Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

*State Departments of Education and local
Boards of Education should actively recruit
and train qualified teachers who are Negro.

*Congress should provide adequate fund-
ing for the National Teacher Corps, an
imaginative effort aimed at breaking down
the vicious cycle of poverty and ignorance in
rural and urban slums.

*A comprehensive system of pre-school
centers for underprivileged children operat-
ing both during the school year and during
the summer months is required. The highly
successful Operation Headstart program
should be expanded, systemized, and imagi-
natively administered.

*Finally, new methods of curriculum
should be devised. Textbooks should refiect
a more realistic view of the role of minority
groups in our history.

II. HOUSING

For millions of Negroes, housing means the
lack of free cholce in selecting a place to live,
and congested ghettos that breed broken
homes, delinquency, illegitimacy, drug addic-
tion and crime. Since World War II, the
pattern in housing has been new homes in
the suburbs for white families with rising
incomes and old homes in central citles for
Negroes. Indeed, the trend in recent years
has been accelerating.

Because I belleve the situation in housing
has reached crisis proportions, I strongly
urge that the following steps be taken:

1. Banning housing diserimination: The
Administration’s housing bill banning racial
discrimination in the sale, rental or financ-
ing of all types of housing, represents a po-
tentially important advance in assuring free-
dom of choice in the open market. This
legislation is a significant step toward
achleving the promise and spirit of the Con-
stitution and the Declaration of Independ-
ence, Nevertheless, the Administration’s
method of attacking discrimination in hous-
ing ignores a more potent instrument.

*The President could deal with the prob-
lem of discrimination in housing more effec-
tively by issuing an appropriate executive
order. President Eennedy’s Executive Order
No. 11063 banning discrimination in FHA
and VA-financed housing, covered 20 per cent
of the total housing supply. By extending
the Executive Order to all housing financed
through banks and savings and loan institu-
tions whose deposits are guaranteed by the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
(FDIC) or the Federal Savings and Loan
Insurance Corporation (FSLIC), more than
B0 per cent of the housing supply could be
covered.

*In the absence of an executive order, the
Administration’s Bill should be supported.
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However, it should be strengthened in its
proposed methods of enforcement. The con-
cept of a Federal Falr Housing Board with
effective enforcement powers—adopted as an
amendment in the House Judiciary Commit-
tee—has sound precedent in numerous state
open housing laws.

States and local governments should also
take the initiative in ensuring open housing.
Massachusetts has strong fair housing laws.
They have been widely accepted by the citi-
zens of the Commonwealth. Eighteen states
now have similar housing laws on the books.
These laws should be strengthened and
vigorously enforced. The Massachusetts
Republican Platform of 1866 calling for in-
creased funds and authority for the Mas-
sachusetts Commission Against Discrimina-
tion should be implemented.

2. Housing low and moderate income fam-
ilies: Our present Federal and state housing
programs have been hampered by inadequate
funds, poor planning and the power of sub-
urban areas to veto housing plans, thus con-
fining subsidized housing to the core city
ghetto.

A coordinated effort between our public
and private sectors is urgently needed to in-
crease the rate of housing production for
low and moderate income families. The pres-
ent rate of housing production is only 1.4
million units per year. Most of this housing
is priced beyond the reach of families below
the median income level. Housing produc-
tion must be increased to at least 2 million
units per year—at least half of which should
be made available to low and moderate-
income families. Both Federal and state
governments and private sources as well
should contribute toward filling this gap.

Congress should provide funds for the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD) to conduct research in such
areas as the amount of sub-standard housing
and the need for low-income housing in the
nation so that Federal programs may be di-
rected to the areas of greatest need.

The rent supplement program recently ap-
proved by Congress should be made metro-
politan wide in scope by elimination of the
amendment allowing local governments to
veto rent supplement projects. As originally
introduced, the rent supplement bill was de-
signed to encourage the development of
housing throughout the metropolitan region
and to rent a portion of these new unmits to
low Income families under a supplement pro-
gram. The local veto amendment minimizes
the possibility of locating units outside of
congested city cores.

3. Metropolitan planning: Any attempt to
reduce racial concentration in housing must
necessarily involve the dispersal of low-
income families through metropolitan plan-
ning. The various governmental units must
undertake joint ventures to meet the prob-
lems of both desegregation and increasing
the supply of low and moderate income hous-
ing on a metropolitan area-wide basis.

Districts within the metropolitan area
should be rezoned and provisions made for
low and moderate income housing programs.
These programs should be comprehensive
enough to provide for community services
and transportation networks to other areas.

Federal and state housing funds going to
local governments should be used as incen-
tives for the development of metropolitan-
wide plans for low and moderate income
housing,

4, Revitalization of the ghetto: On a long-
term basis, the plight of the ghetto can and
will be relieved by an open market in housing
and meaningful planning of low and mod-
erate income housing outside of the central
city. In the meantime, we must utilize our
present resources to rehabllitate the ghetto.

It is not enough to tear down and renovate
our slums. Equally important is the need
to link the physical rehabilitation of the
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slum to the social rehabillitation of its
inhabitants.

The Administration’s Demonstration
Cities BIlll represents a new approach to
the problem which deserves to be tested.
However, the program 1s deficlent in its
fallure to embrace the entire urban com-
munity. The program should provide in-
centives for planning on a broader scale for
those areas in which the problem of segre-
gation transcends the boundaries of the
central city.

Community Action Programs provide
people living within the ghetto the oppor-
tunity to improve their situation through
cooperative effort. They also serve to call
the public's attentlon to the substandard
living conditions of the “invisible poor.” To
be effective, these programs will require
imaginative approaches by governmental
agencies at the local, state, and national
levels.

III, EMPLOYMENT

Millions of Negroes remain untouched by
the wealth of our affluent soclety. The un-
employment rate among Negroes is T percent,
more than twice the average for whites.
Often, Negroes can only find employment in
low-skilled, low-wage occupations and indus-
tries with the lowest growth rates and the
most limited opportunities for advancement.
Moreover, these jobs are most vulnerable to
the rapid pace of automation. Joblessness
among Negro youths is a particularly acute
problem. As of April 1966, 19 percent of
out-of-school Negro youths between 16 and
21 were unemployed, twice the rate for white
youths in the same category. These unem-
ployment figures are reflected in the mount-
ing welfare budgets of our major cities,

Recommendations

No single, simple, quick measure can elimi-
nate these critical problems. I strongly
urge the adoption of a broadly based action
program which includes the following points:

1. New enforcement powers for the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission: Title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which
prohibits discrimination by employers,
unions, and employment agencies should be
strengthened. At present, the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, created
by the Act to carry out Title VII, can only
investigate complaints of discrimination and
then seck conciliation. If no redress is pos-
sible, the individual must take the Initiative
in seeking redress In the courts. Because
of the complaint system, the EEOC has had
only negligible impact on employment dis-
crimination. In addition, the EEOC has
been hampered by insufficient investigative
powers and resources, limited enforcement
powers which are complicated and ineffec-
tive, and a lack of administrative authority
to undertake or coordinate manpower devel-
opment or economic opportunity programs in
support of its enforcement activities.

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
should be amended to authorize the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission to is-
sue cease-and-desist orders against individ-
uals engaged in unlawful employment prac-
tices and to order back pay to those who
have suffered financial loss through the
denial of equal employment opportunity.

2. State fair employment practices com-
missions: A number of states have made
important advances in establishing state an-
tidiscrimination commissions. However, the
effectiveness of these state agencies has often
been limited by inadequate financial support
and excessive restraint in enforcement.

States should take the Initiative iIn
stre state fair employment prac-
tices commissions. In this regard, I urge
implementation of the 1966 Massachusetts
Platform plank which calls for strengthen-
ing the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination (MCAD).
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3. Eliminating discrimination in trade un-
ions: In spite of the progress made by labor
unions to promote equal employment prac-
tices, a number of unions continue to dis-
criminate against Negroes. Unions have a
special obligation to make a place for those
against whom they and employers have too
long discriminated. I urge, therefore, that:

Government contracting authority, in ac-
cordance with the Civil Rights Act of 1864
and an executive order banning discrimina-
tilon on work done by Federal contract, be
used to insure equal employment practices
and expanded training opportunities on all
Federal projects. It is regrettable that the
Departments of Labor and Justice did not
initiate action against trade unions to en-
force nondiscrimination on government con-
tracts until February, 1966.

Unions on all levels evaluate and revise
all programs and practices that discriminate
unfairly in job placement, job training or
advancement. National union leadership
should take aflirmative action against unions
that continue discriminatory practices.

Unions increase job opportunities in the
skilled crafts and building trades by a) ac-
tively recruiting Negroes and others into
craft unions; b) establishing pre-apprentice-
ship training to help Negro youths qualify
for apprenticeship programs.

4, Metropolitan job councils:

Metropolitan Job Councils should be es-
tablished by private sources in all major ur-
ban areas to plan, coordinate, and implement
local programs to increase job opportunities
for Negroes. Membership should include
representatives of business, organized labor,
education, and other appropriate community
organizations. These councils would accu-
mulate up-to-date information on the Negro
labor force and job opportunities in the area,
and would help coordinate and improve ex-
isting programs. Technical assistance would
be offered by the Councils to help employers
and unions make positive efforts to recruit
Negro workers, and eliminate unnecessarily
rigid hiring specifications.

5. Rural employment programs: Many
marginal farmers have become victims of
mechanization, shrinking acreage allotments,
and racial prejudice. The migration of un-
skilled rural Negroes to urban areas has
created additional problems. Between 1960
and 1964, the number of Negro farmers de-
creased by 35 percent. To meet these prob-
lems I recommend that:

The Secretary of Agriculture move im-
mediately to implement the recommenda-
tions of the United States Civil Rights Com-
mission aimed at the elimination of segre-
gation in Department of Agriculture pro-
grams. The Secretary has made little
progress in implementing the report which is
now over a year old.

The Department of Agriculture extend
to Negro farmers the necessary assistance,
information, and encouragement to give them
the equal opportunity to diversify their farm
enterprises.

Federal, state, and local agencies and pri-
vate groups as well cooperate in the develop~
ment of comprehensive programs to facilitate
the adjustment of rural families moving to
urban raeas. Centers should be created in
rural surplus labor areas to help potential
migrants make arrangements for jobs and
housing and should provide vocational and
personal counselling.

6. Employment programs for Negro youth:
Programs for intensive counselling of Negro
youth, the sector of our population with the
highest incidence of unemployment, are
grossly inadequate. The need exists for year-
round youth job placement services.

Counselling services for in-school youths
should be Improved and expanded with the
aid of skilled vocational advisers acqainted
with requirements of industry. Expanded
high school vocational education programs
are also needed in urban and rural areas to
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train youths effectively for occupations in
which employment opportunities are avail-
able.

Business and industry should work closely
with schools and Ilabor unions through
Metropolitan Job Councils where possible to
gear in-school training realistically to job
requirements and to broaden in-service train-
ing opportunities,

IV. HEALTH

Negroes are subject to more illnesses and
disabilities than white people; they lose be-
tween one and one-third times as many days
of work from disease or disability, and have a
higher infant mortality rate and a seven years
shorter life expectancy. The figures are in-
tegrally related to poor living conditions and
inadequate health care.

The effects of inadequate health care are
compounded by discrimination—especially
in the South. Despite the fact that Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 bans discrimi-
nation from health facilities recelving Federal
funds, wide-spread discrimination against
Negroes still exists. Negro doctors, dentists
and techniclans are all too often refused
stafl privileges and excluded from profes-
sional socleties; Negro nurses are excluded
from training programs, pald lower wages and
forced to eat in segregated cafeterias; and,
Negro patients continue to be placed in
segregated wards.

The persistence of this discrimination can
be traced in large part to the failure of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare to take steps necessary to achieve
compliance with the law. Effective enforce-
ment action has not been taken. Except in
cases wWhere complaints have been filed, field
inspections have not even been made to ascer-
tain the extent of noncompliance.

To remedy these abuses in medical care, I
strongly urge that the following steps be
taken:

1. Enforclng compliance In health care:
HEW should conduct surveys and thorough
field examinations to determine the extent
of discrimination in federally assisted health
programs. Funds should be withheld from
those hospitals which continue to diserimi-
nate against Negroes in violation of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. Finally, HEW should
take steps to ensure that hospitals partici-
pating in the Medicare program comply with
Federal laws against discrimination.

2. Improved health services: While the
new programs of Medicare and medical aid
for the indigent represent increased provision
of medical services to low income families
(many of whom are Negro), they should be
supplemented by:

Additional experimentation in the con-
cept of neighborhood health centers which
provide a range of health services on a co-
ordinated basis to all members of the family
in a single location. The mneighborhood
health center sponsored by Tufts University
in the Columbia Point housing development
is an excellent example of how health serv-
ices can be more effectively delivered to low
income families that would not otherwise
recelve them.

Comprehenslve study and evaluation of
ways of improving the quality and availabil-
ity of medical services to low income families
in both urban and rural areas.

3. Medical research: Organizations, both
private and public, should undertake thor-
ough studies to examine the causes of the
Negro's high infant mortality rate and lower
life expectancy and should develop a com-
prehensive plan of attack on these problems.
The continued disparity between the Negro
and white population in these vital statistics
is cause for deep national concern.

V. JUSTICE
1. Protecting Negroes and civil rights
workers: The traglc shooting of James Mere-
dith in Mississippi is the latest in a serles of
violent acts committed against civil rights
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workers. Since 1960, an estimated thirty
Negro and white civil rights workers have
been murdered in the South, while countless
others have been the victims of beatings,
bombings, maimings, and shootings.

The continuing failure of all-while jurles
to convict assailants has, in addition, focused
the nation’s attention on the gross Inequities
in the jury system in the South. We can no
longer tolerate a system of justice in which
Negroes and clvil rights workers are not free
to exercise their constitutional rights. We
can no longer postpone fulfillment of our
national pledge to liberty and justice for all.
It is time to guarantee that justice will be
done throughout the nation.

A number of bills pending before Congress
and sponsored by Republicans and Demo-
crats alike are designed to remedy these
flagrant abuses. I urge that Congress enact
a strong civil rights bill during this session—
one that includes, in this area, the following:

Provisions for a representative cross-
section of the population on jury lists,
thereby eliminating discrimination on the
grounds of race or color in jury selection.

Removal of certain criminal cases to the
Federal courts where state jury selection
procedures are not in accordance with Fed-
eral procedures.

Greater Federal protection against intimi-
dation of Negroes and civil rights workers,
including stronger Federal criminal penalties
for those who deprive individuals of their
federally protected rights.

Amendments of the United States Code s0
that local, county and city governments are
held jointly liable with officials employed by
the government who deprive persons of rights
protected by the Code.

Establishment of an Indemnification
Board within the Federal Government with
authority to grant money damages to the
person(s) whose federally protected rights
have been violated.

2, Voting rights: The Voting Rights Act of
1065 largely removed the legal barriers to
voting. However, apathy, fear and ignorance
continue to impede Negro registration and
yoting. While Congressional action in the
area of voting is not now needed, the Admin-
istration must take the lead in enforcement.
It has not yet enforced the law in large areas
of the South, notably Georgla. Beyond en-
forcement, the Administration must provide
more imaginative and innovative voter regis-
tration education where it has sent Federal
examiners. Pamphlets and posters in all Fed-
eral facllities advertising voter registration
might be used. Finally, voter registration
hours should be better advertised in South-
ern communities,

3. Home rule for the District of Columbia:
8Bince 1874 the people of Washington, D.C.
have been under the jurisdiction of the Con-
gress—their pleas for self-government largely
ignored. The situation 15 made more lntoler-
able by the fact that 62 percent of the popu-
lation is Negro, while ten members of the

erful House District Committee are from
the South. That this situation should exist
in a nation which prides itself on its demo-
cratic principles is deplorable enough. But
that such a situation be permitted to con-
tinue in our nation’s capital is reprehensible,
Attempts to get a “home rule” bill through
Congress this year have once again failed.
But this issue must not be allowed to die.
I strongly urge Congress to act and to restore
democracy to our nation’s capital once more.

The challenge of a “Great Soclety” cannot
be fulfilled until we have achieved an Open
Soclety, with equal opportunity for all Amer-
icans to obtain quallty education, enjoy the
minimum comforts of decent housing, sus-
tain a potentially healthful existence, and
galn access to the materlal benefits of our
abundant, free economy.

This challenge is a particularly fitting one
for the Republican Party, as the party of
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Lincoln, to undertake. It s a challenge un-
derlined by the noble purpose and inspiration
of a uniquely American dream. For, over the
course of more than three centuries, we have
dared to seek strength for our soclety by
giving freedom to its members. We have
liberated common men and women and have
discovered uncommon faith and power. We
have dedicated ourselves to the lmportance
of the individual and have achieved unparal-
leled greatness as a nation.

As a people, we must now fulfill the prom-
ise of that dream. We must build a truly
Open Soclety where all men have the right
to achieve their individuality, where every
man has the right to participate in the
American dream,

THE HOUSING STAKES

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. MosHErR] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Speaker, I call the
attention of the House to a responsible
and positive editorial comment in the
Washington Evening Star on Saturday,
July 30, 1966, with which I completely
agree and which seems very pertinent to
the question we face in the House, con-
cerning clarification of title IV of this
year's Civil Rights Act.

Mr. Speaker, I agree especially with the
Star in it's support of the practical and
constructive efforts of our colleague, the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Ma-
THIAS].

The editors of the Star say this:
THE HOUSING STAKES

Within limits organized Negro opposition
to any softening of the administration’s civil
rights bill would be recognizable as a rou-
tine, valid political tactic. The sneering an-
tagonism which some civil rights leaders are
displaying toward the bill's fair housing sec-
tion, however is merely self-defeating.

Representative MaraIAs’ amendment ex-
empting individual homeowners from provi-
sions of the bill in connection with the sale
of their own property satisflied neither the
conservatives nor the liberals on the House
Judiciary Committee. It was the means,
however, which permitted the bill to move.
Without it, this measure would still be dead-
locked, and no committee member disputes
the fact.

Now that the measure has reached the
House floor, some civil rights leaders con-
tend there are sufficient votes to scrap the
compromise and pass the housing provision
in its original form. Not even the most
ardent civil righters in the House, however,
support that view. Chairman CrLLer of the
Judiciary Committee, addressing civil rights
leaders the other night, warned flatly that
the bill is doomed without the exempfion
provision, and without language clarifying
the right of such individual homeowners to
sell through real estate agents.

Roy Wilkins the Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights chairman, calls for a housing
section “of more substance than a mere
legislative title,” and one which would not
leave the suburbs of large cities “virtually
lilywhite.”

Neither of those descriptions is applicable,
however, to the Mathias amendment. In
the first place, no abatement is in sight to
the flood of new single-family and apart-
ment houslng construction in the suburbs,
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virtually all of which would be subject to
the anti-discriminatory sanctions of the bill.
Nor, of course, would an exemption mean
that every individual homeowner who de-
sired to sell his house would practice dis-
crimination. The very existence of a law,
applying to existing apartments and to all
new housing, would inevitably exert power-
ful influences on the whole fleld of real
estate marketing.

To want a stronger law at this point is
understandable. But to deprecate the sig-
nificance of the gains now at stake is
senseless,

CLAREMONT DAILY EAGLE BACKS
CLEVELAND BILL FOR A NA-
TIONAL CEMETERY IN NEW ENG-
LAND

‘Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, Mr.
Kenneth D. Whipple, editor of the Clare-
mont Daily Eagle recently came out in
favor of H.R. 6678, my bill providing for
a national cemetery in New England.
His views are set forth in an editorial
published July 22, which I am pleased to
submit for the Recorp. The support of
this outstanding newspaper is extremely
welcome and I urge my colleagues to read
this editorial.

[From the Claremont Dally Eagle, July 22,
1966]

NATIONAL CEMETERY AT RINDGE

Lack of a national cemetery in New Hamp-
shire—indeed, In all of New England—Iis cre-
ating increasingly critical problems for fami-
lles of men who have been killed in action
in Vietnam,

In many cases, such familles have been
told there is no place left for burial in na-
tional cemeteries, and that they must go
to Arlington National Cemetery in Virginia,
hundreds of miles from their home.

To remedy this, Representative James C.
CLEVELAND, Republican, of New Hampshire,
of New London has introduced legislation
(H.R. 6678) which provides for a national
cemetery in New England.

In proposing this action, the Granite State
congressman said:

“Naturally, I have my favorite spot for it,
which is In Rindge, New Hampshire, near
the famous Cathedral of the Pines—a beauti-
ful outdoor shrine, internationally recog-
nized, completely non-denominational, and
dedicated to the memory of all war dead.

“More important, however, is the question
of locating a suitable natlonal cemetery
within reasonable distances of the families
of deceased veterans.

“The right to be buried in a national ceme-
tery, which we grant to all veterans, is, in
fact, being denied by the lack of facilities
near their homes. The great distance to the
nearest national cemetery to New Hampshire,
for instance, almost precludes its use by
veterans of my state.”

CLEVELAND, describing current jurisdiction
over national cemeteries as “a bureaucratic
hodgepodge,” said it should be given entirely
to the Veterans Administration. At present,
he pointed out, it is diffused through at least
four federal agencies.

Comparatively little is known by the aver-
age American about his national cemeteries,
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except probably the highly publicized one at
Arlington. Though this is one of the two
largest, exceeding 400 acres in size, there are
actually 118 installations under Army con-
trol, ranging downward to as little as a
half acre in extent.

The national cemetery system, as admin-
istered by the Department of the Army, is
a civil function entirely separate from tradi-
tional military functions. Its installations
include three monuments, one memorial
park, government-owned lots in the Congres-
slonal Cemetery, seven confederate ceme-
teries and plots, 21 Soldiers lots and 85 na-
tional cemeteries in 32 states, Puerto Rico
and the District of Columbia.

All of the grave sites in 23 of the national
cemeteries listed above are elther preserved
or occupled, leaving 62 of these installations
in which there is uncommitted space.

There are 13 other national cemeteries,
including Gettysburg, administered by the
Interior Department as part of the national
park system. Grave sites in more than half
of these are fully committed also.

More than 3,800 acres of land make up the
Army’s national cemeteries, providing a grave
site potential of better than 2,000,000, more
than half of them developed.

Under the original law, burial ‘was author-
ized only of “soldiers of the United States
who fell in battle or died of disease in the
field and in hospitals.” This authority, over
the years, has been progressively modified
to include other service categories.

Several cemeteries were added in the grow-
ing West during the '70s and '80s; another
was created in the 1920s to preserve the
grave of Pres, Zachary Taylor; seven more
were established in the '30s when the PWA
was flourishing. But only five have been
added since World War II.

In 1947 the Army proposed several more,
including one at Fort Devens, Mass.,, but
this proposal failed to find favor.

A recent survey (1961) pointed up the
inequitable distribution of existing cemeter-
fes and the disparity between the number of
persons now eligible for burial and the avail-
ability of grave sites. Again, earlier this
year, the problem was under study by the
House Committee on Veterans Affairs.

It was at this time that Congressman
CLEVELAND, speaking in support of his bill
stressed the need for better facilities in New
England.

It seems certain whatever the course of
the war in Vietnam, that use of national
cemeteries and demand for their facilities
will continue to grow over the years., If
the system expands, as it obviously must,
New Hampshire and New England should not
be ignored.

—ED.W.

SOLUTION OF LOCAL AND STATE
FINANCIAL PROBLEMS CALLS FOR
FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING
PLAN WITH STATES
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from Kansas [Mr. SHRIVER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation in the
House of Representatives calling for a
program of Federal revenue sharing
with the 50 States. This bill is aimed at
strengthening the control of State and
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local government and at the same time
providing them with more financial re-
sources to meet their real needs.

State and local governments already
are spending more than $70 billion a
year, and they will be spending more
than $100 billion in 1970.

The rise in State and local spending
reflects the demands of a growing popu-
lation for more and better public serv-
ices. The problems of population
growth have prompted such urgent
needs as new schools, roads, sewers—
more teachers, policemen, firemen, and
other personnel to provide public
services,

These demands have strained the
fiscal resources of State and local gov-
ernments. As a result, they find them-
selves reaching the maximum of present
taxing sources. More and more they
look to the growing Central Government
in Washington for help. Their financial
problems are complicated by the fact
that the Federal Government has pre-
empted and monopolized most sources
of government revenue.

We also find local taxpayers heavily
burdened with large obligations for
property taxes, sales taxes, and income
taxes.

However, the Federal Government
continues to add grant-in-aid programs
through hundreds of Federal bureaus.
To illustrate the growth of Federal pro-
grams, in 1934 there were only 18 grant-
in-aid programs to disburse Federal
funds for specific purposes to local and
State governments. Today there are
more than 140 grant-in-aid programs of
the Federal Government.

The growth in the amount of money
involved is substantial. Federal grants
in 1934 totaled $126 million. By 1964,
it had risen to over $10 billion. It still
is going up; and by 1984 projections indi-
cate the total will rise to $52 billion.

The solution to the problem of the
States must be one which emphasizes
the independence of the States and not
a system which ties them further to
Washington.

I have followed closely various studies
which have been made in recent years
regarding possible solutions to the future
financing of governmental services by
local and State governments. A Presi-
dential task force, chaired by Dr. Joseph
Pechman of the Brookings Institution,
has studied various revenue-sharing con-
cepts. The National Governors’ Con-
ference has given serious study to this
problem and a Republican Coordinating
Committee Task Force on the Functions
of the Federal, State and Local Govern-
ments, headed by Hon. Robert Taft,
Jr., also has made constructive recom-
mendations in this area. It is obvious
there is growing support for some form
of tax-sharing program.

Therefore, I have introduced this bill
which would establish a system to share
personal and corporate income taxes col-
lected by the Federal Government with
the States. Under this legislation:

First. Funds would be apportioned
partially on a population basis and par-
tially on the basis of a direct grant to
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those States with the lowest per capita
income.

Second. The amount to be appropri-
ated to the State share would be an ac-
tual percentage of the Federal revenues
collected during that year, beginning
with a 2-percent share in the first year
and increasing by 2 percent biennially,
to a maximum of 10 percent.

Third. The State share to be appor-
tioned would not be contingent upon the
development of a budgetary surplus, but
would be a definite and continuing part
of each year's budget requirement.

Fourth. Federal governmental con-
trols of the States’ share of revenues
would be kept at a minimum, requiring
only final accounting to the Congress
and the Secretary of the Treasury on
how such funds were utilized and com-
pliance with certain national objectives
such as the 1964 Civil Rights Act.

Mr. Speaker, of course I recognize that
the increased spending demands of the
current military conflict in Vietnam
make the implementation of the tax-
sharing plan at this time difficult. How-
ever, I urge that public hearings be
scheduled at the earliest possible time
with the hope that with the termination
of the Vietnam conflict, we can give se-
rious consideration to the establishment
of a tax-sharing program with the
States.

Such problems as education, heavier
traffic, polluted air, crime, slums, short-
age of water, and rising taxes require the
cooperative action of local, State, and
Federal Governments. A direct return to
States of Federal revenues collected
would be a proper role for the Federal
Government to assume in future years.

DECLINES WHITE HOUSE INVITA-
TION BECAUSE HE IS BEHIND
BARS

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. AseBroOK] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK., Mr. Speaker, there
will be one absentee when the President
conducts swearing in ceremonies for
two new members of the Atomic Energy
Commission this Friday at the White
House. On the guest list was Dr.
Thomas N. Burbridge, former San Fran-
cisco president of the NAACP, who is
a research scientist at the University of
California.

Mr. Burbridge turned the invitation
down because he is behind bars, serving
a 30-day sentence for taking part in civil
rights sit-in demonstrations at San
Francisco’s Sheraton-Palace Hotel in
1964.

At one time during these demonstra-
tions, the public was arrogantly blocked
from getting in or getting out of the
lobby. Scratch one from the guest list
but chalk up one for law and order. It
iIs about time some of these people are
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held accountable to the same laws which
you and I obey.

TILLING FOR THE FARM VOTE
HARVEST

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, Paul
Hope, in a column in the Washington
Star on August 1, did a good job of re-
porting why the administration has
launched a massive public relations ef-
fort to convince farmers that the price-
depressing blows dealt to them really
were not. I include the Hope column
at this point in my remarks:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star,
Aug. 1, 1966]
TILLING FOR THE FArRM VoTE HARVEST
(By Paul Hope)

Administration officials are tilling the rural
countryside these days as though the White
House has just discovered there still are a
lot of votes down on the farm.

Actually, President Johnson has been
fully aware that 5.6 million people are still
employed in agriculture and that in a con-
gressional election year that ain’t hay. What
the administration has newly discovered is
that rural America has grown increasingly
disenchanted with President Johnson's ad-
ministration.

As 8 result, Johnson and Secretary of
Agriculture Orville Freeman in recent weeks
have been trying to convince American
farmers it's been a long time since they had
it so good.

Things really aren’t as bad with farmers
as they sometimes have been. Hog prices
are good, beef prices are falr, corn prices are
strong, wheat is way up over a year ago,
soybeans are skyrocketing.

But still—and it may be hard for city
dwellers to belleve—farm prices are lower
than they were 14 years ago, a peak period
during the Eorean war. Per capita farm
income is only two-thirds that of non-
farmers.

The recent upward movement of farm
prices has not been 80 much a result of
anything done by the administration as it
has been a response to conditions in the
world. Large scale droughts and famines in
places like India, population explosions, and
the increased food needs of nations in
armed conflict have drained away the huge
surpluses that once filled granaries in the
United States. The traditional price deter-
minant—supply and demand—is at work.

But income is not the whole picture with
the farmer. He iz affected by many of the
same that bother other people and
affect their political thinking.

‘The farmer is concerned about the war In
Viet Nam. A Viet Nam casualty returning
in a casket to a rural town is more notice-
able than it is in the city. Everyone in a
rural community knows whose boy got
drafted last week.

Inflation is hitting the farmer as hard as
any group. Costs of machinery, labor, lum-
ber, paint, nalls, oll products—all essential
to modern-day farming—are up.

President Johnson last week, in a report
to Congress, noted that while farm prices
have gone up 4 percent since 1960, the costs
of farm production went up 8 percent.
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Ever-increasing federal spending, especially
for Great Soclety programs aimed largely
at helping the urban areas doesn't sit es-
peclally well with the farmer, who generally
is more conservative than others.

Voting preferences are so often the re-
sult of an impression, and the farmer is no
less subject to this than anyone else.

One thing the White House is trying to
cure as its spokesmen tour the farm country
is a bad case of foot-in-mouth disease which
as much as anything else has soured many
farmers on the Johnson administration.

Farmers clalm they have been made the
scapegoat for the rising cost of living and
they claim the administration has been de-
liberately trying to drive down farm prices.

Last February, Defense Secretary Robert
McNamara at the urging of Secretary Free-
man, ordered a 50 percent reduction in pork
purchases for six months for the armed
services. It was shown later, with the dis-
closure of a letter from Freeman to McNa-
mara, that the move was part of a program
to keep “domestic food prices in line.”

In March, Gardner Ackley, chairman of
the President’s Councll of Economic Advis-
ers, made it clear that dumping of a half-
billion bushels of stored corn on the mar-
ket was a move to hold down the price of
corn and pork.

In March, also, President Johnson told
housewives to quit buying high-priced items
at the grocery. Farmers thought there were
better ways to cure inflation.

Then in April, Freeman told a press con-
ference he was happy to report that farm
prices had dropped a bit and that it would
be reflected in the market basket. Prices
may have fallen but farmers hit the ceiling;
they thought Freeman was on their side.

Now the administration is engaged In a
massive public relations exercise to convince
farmers that it has been misinterpreted and
that it really has the farmer's interest at
heart. Freeman reminds the country folk
that the Presldent himself—with his ranch
down on the Pedernales—is really one of
them.

Just give the administration time and
keep White House supporters in Congress,
say administration spokesmen, and President
Johnson will make a sllk purse out of every
s0W's ear,

FOURTEENTH YEAR OF COMMON-
WEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Kress). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Bow] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, it was my
honor and privilege to attend the cere-
monies in San Juan, P.R., on July
26, celebrating the 14th year of the Com-
monwealth. Fourteen years ago I at-
tended the celebration of the adoption
of the Puerto Rican Constifution and
status of Commonwealth. I do not be-
lieve that the progress made in Puerto
Rico in these 14 years can be matched
anyplace in the world. The great ad-
vance of tourism and industry has
changed the island from the poorhouse
of the Caribbean to the pearl of the Car-
ibbean. The Puerto Ricans are a proud
people; proud of their Spanish heritage
and proud of their American citizenship.
Debate continues on the ultimate status
of the island, whether it should be Com-
monwealth, statehood, or independence.
I have always in the past and continue to
feel this is a decision that should be
made by the people of Puerto Rico. Once
made it should be implemented. The
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Congress of the United States may well
be proud of its actions in the past in
bringing political maturity to the peo-
ple of the island. However, this could
not have been accomplished had it not
been the will and desire of the residents
of this beautiful island. I congratulate
those of both political parties of the
island for their foresight and dedication.

Gov. Roberto Sanchez Vilella and Mr.
Justice Abe Fortas addressed the thou-
sands who had gathered in the beautiful
old Spanish city of San Juan. I include
with these remarks the addresses of a
distinguished Puerto Rican, a eitizen
of the United States, and a distinguished
Jlurigt from the highest court of our
and:

TRANSLATION OF THE ADDRESS MADE BY THE
GovERNOR OF PUERTO RiIco, Hon., ROEBERTO
SancHEz VILELLA, ON THE 14TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO
Rico, 8an Juaw, P.R., JuLY 25, 1966

Honorable Representative of the Presi-
dent of the United States; distinguished
guests of honor; distinguished visitors; mem-
bers of the three Branches of Government;
friends and countrymen, on this 25th of July
we gather in public celebration of an anni-
versary which i1s an event of transcendental
nature and importance in the history of
Puerto Rico and of Puerto Ricans. In 1952,
in making eflective the Constitution of our
people, the Commonwealth was founded and
constituted, thus completing the democratic
process that led to its creation. The people
of Puerto Rico then gave themselves a slap on
the back in the exercise of democracy and
made it possible for all Puerto Ricans to en-
Jjoy a new and effective way of government.
Today, somewhere else, another historic step
of fundamental importance for the future of
all Puerto Ricans is being taken. This other
step requires our most determined attention
and responds to our customs of order and
peace.

Throughout our history, imagination, the
creative spirit, the dedication to work, the
educational zeal and the absence of preju-
dices of our people have been the weapons of
reason and justice used to achieve their high
objectives, their profound aspirations. Civil
heroism has characterized Puerto Rican life.
At times when, for reasons it s unnecessary
to analyze, other peoples have chosen vio-
lence to give vent to their rights to freedom
and progress, Puerto Rico has drawn upon its
profound virtue of temperance, it has used
the sword of persuasion, to forge for itself a
destiny that will rest fundamentally on self-
respect, on respect for the rights of others
and on the realities of its historic, geographic
and economic circumstances.

Also mindful of the great obligations of
this world, Puerto Rico has participated in
the battlefields when our solidarity with
the world’s democratic cause has so de-
manded. Puerto Rico has always responded
gallantly to the appeal of its consclence to

aggression and stop the forces
that would break the most preclious prin-
ciples of our civilization, those which guar-
antee to men and people the imminent right
to freedom. Puerto Rico did so in the last
cectury. It has done and is bravely doing
80 in this century. Thousands of homes in
Puerto Rican countryside and cities have
felt the grief of temporary and permanent
separation from loved ones who determinedly
and fearlessly risked and offered their lives in
sacrifice for the cause of democracy and
freedom. Those same homes feel also the
legitimate pride of contributing, without
hesitation, the greatest and noblest contri-
bution that can be offered to repel the threat
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of destruction that the democratic world is
facing.

War and revolution are parentheses in our
life as a people. We are a peace-loving peo-
ple. Throughout the years, Puerto Rico has
repeatedly demonstrated the validity of the
conference table for settling its vital affairs.
We have not attempted to destroy the ob-
stacles that hinder our march towards bet-
terment with sudden acts abstracted from
the adverse consequences that these acts
might mean for the welfare and progress of
our people, and for the order and stability of
a responsible democratic life. We have
chosen the invincible weapon of persuasion.
We have always stated our case on a basis
of reason and with foresight for the impact
of events which all transitions bring about.
Thus, it was at the conference table that we
obtained from Spain the Autonomic Charter
of 1897. Since then we have risen from the
framework of a military government in 1898
to the scope of our constitutional life of
today which started 14 years ago in the
Commonwealth.

Fourteen years are a relatively short span
in a people's history. The accelerated pace
of the world we live in, and especlally of
the efforts of Puerto Ricans in forging for
themselves a better life, deprives us of time
for remembering and for meditating about
the pr« and pr dings that paved the
way for the event we are celebrating here
and for the significant event taking place
today in Washington,

Let us meditate about them. Let us bring
even nearer the recent events of history to
make clearer the significance of what we
proudly celebrate today: The Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, a product of the will of
Puerto Ricans and of the sincere expression
of a people who love the reality of what they
created and who live it and feel it deeply.
The people of Puerto Rico believe firmly in
democracy and used the democratic means
we all defend to channel their feelings and
realize their hopes. Their democratic norms
in consultations with the people, who ex-
pressed themselves In freedom of action, al-
lowed the creation of a new form of politi-
cal life. The practice of democracy has given
us good fruits and will help us in the ag-
grandizement of the Commonwealth.

Let us see how the joint democratic life of
two united peoples made and make possible
this new form of political life. Public Law
600 of the Congress of tne United States
provided for the organization of a constitu-
tional government by the people of Puerto
Rico, in close relationship and in the nature
of a compact, between the people of the
United States and the people of Puerto Rico,
if we Puerto Ricans so desired it. On June 4,
1951, we Puerto Ricans expressed democrati~
cally, through the right to vote and in an
overwhelming manner, our positive feelings
and accepted the terms proposed by Con-
gress.

It was established then that relations be-
tween the two united peoples—Puerto Rico
and the United States—would be defined and
restructured by mutual agreement. We
Puerto Ricans began the noble task of
drafting our own constitution. In a demo-
cratic way, and with the vote as instrument
of reason, the people of Puerto Rico elected
and designated a prominent group of citizens
who, in representation of all political ideals
and aspirations in the country would draft
the Constitution to bring it before the con-
sideration of those they represented. This
group of citizens was organized into the
Constitutional Convention.

The Constitutional Convention tackled its
task with patriotic ardor. There was frank
and detailed discussion and consideration of
all aspects. Thought and dialogue were the
keynote. The environment of deliberation
was democratic. The Constitutional Con-
vention in acting honored itself and its peo-
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ple. The delegates, through their votes, ap-
proved overwhelmingly a Constitution they
considered to be the will and the feelings of
Puerto Ricans.

But the people had to express themselves,
and the Constitution of the Commonwealth
was submitted to the consideration of those
it would govern: the Puerto Ricans. And it
was we Puerto Ricans, through our votes,
who on March 3, 1852, expressed our un-
equivocal will and adopted the Constitution
of the Commonwealth.

In accordance with the fundamental pro-
visions of the compact between Puerto Rico
and the United States, the President and the
Congress of the United, States concluded
that our Constitution was in harmony with
the terms of the compact and with the Con-
stitution of the United States.

On the 25th of July 1952, through the will
of its citizens and by virtue of the authority
that Puerto Ricans democratically gave him,
Gov. Luls Mufioz Marin proclaimed that the
Constitution of the Commonwealth was in
effect. Thus proclaimed, the will of the
people was put in vigor, and a new political
system, the product of the will of Puerto
Ricans freely expressed, was accomplished.

It is fitting to pause here and examine the
nature of Commonwealth. In order to un-
derstand 1t, so as not to confuse it, it is
necessary for certain concepts to be known
with clarity. Commonwealth is composed of :
the people of Puerto Rico which is its life,
the land of Puerto Rico that we love so much;
and the government of Puerto Rico organized
under our Constitution. As a juridical and
political entity, the Commonwealth is as
valid and dignified as any other juridical-
political form of self-government. Its appli-
cation, its political power proceeds from the
declared will of the people of Puerto Rico
organized to represent themselves politically.
Thus is it proclaimed in Article I of our
Constitution:

“The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico is
hereby constituted. Its political power
emanates from the people and shall be exer-
cised in accordance with their will, within
the terms of the compact agreed upon be-
tween the people of Puerto Rico and the
United States of America.”

The right, the power to organize politi-
cally, to which this article refers, is a natural
right of all peoples, an essential right for
political coexistence, a right that peoples al-
ways possess, just by being peoples. From
that, the wvalidity of Commonwealth was
born, born of your will of the rights that you
have as a people, the same as all peoples of
the world, to organize their own government.

Commonwealth has associative relations
with the United States. Those relations are
established in the Federal Relations Act
which contains the terms under which
Puerto Rico is assoclated with the United
States, in accord with the agreement carried
out through Law 600 to which Puerto Rico
gave its consent. It is important, in order
to understand our political status, that no-
body confuses or is left confused about the
range of the Federal Relations Act and the
Constitution of Puerto Rico. These docu-
ments are two harmonious but distinct pil-
lars of our political organization, The Fed-
eral Relations Act is a law of the Congress of
the United States which forms part of the
compact between Puerto Rico and the Unit-
ed States and in order to be amended needs
the consent of the people of Puerto Rico and
of the Congress of the United States. The
second—the Constitution, is the one which
created the Commonwealth and only can be
amended or modified by the people of Puerto
Rico, by you, by all of you in agreement with
the criterion set by yourselves and in response
to your needs. The Congress of the United
States does not have to intervene in the
modifications of the Constitution of Puerto
Rico. Omnly the people in direct voting can
change it.
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Fourteen years ago today the people of
Puerto Rico began enjoying the government
that was structured by them. We have lived
under the Commonwealth and it has per-
mitted us to enjoy the security of the Con-
stitution of Puerto Rico in association with
the United States. This form of political
democracy has given us, and gives us, the
strength of thought and the means of carry-
ing out our objectives. The postulates and
basic principles, which gave birth to the
peaceful revolution that created a better
civilization and life for us and for our chil-
dren, continue unaltered. The government’s
program, directed towards all sectors of
Puerto Rican life, is being fulfilled and will
continue to be fulfilled in an ever increasing
way, as a solution to our problems and al-
ways in loyalty to constitutional principles.
Progress goes on, and so does the faith of this
people in the system of government they,
themselves, created. The democratic process
continues in growing development, and faith
in the future goes on. The clear vision of
the future is rooted in the experience of our
immediate pasts.

How has the life of our people been under
Commonwealth?

The economic and soclal advances are there
for us all to see. Democratic practice and
faith in justice penetrate each day more
deeply in our spirit. The Puerto Rican is
acquiring more confidence in himself and
each day sets for himself goals more difficult
to reach.

The creative imagination and the dynamic
constructive forces of our people have been
stimulated. Dedication to the search for the
welfare of our countrymen and our brothers
has made reality out of what a few years ago
appeared to be unattainable levels of living.
We have spared no effort to solve the prob-
lems that beset the country. Owur life as a
people has become more active. Puerto
Rican life has been improved and has be-
come more firm. Respect for the freedom of
human beings and for the fundamental
rights of our fellow men insplred the social
revolution of which we are proud and the
new juridico-political form which we cele-
brate with pride today. We all know these
facts, which every day encourages us to strive
for new horizons of economic and spiritual
well-being to be enjoyed equally by all.
Under the Commonwealth, Puerto Rico has
had a fruitful and creative life.

However, the results of the increase and
growth of our economy and the development
of our potential for achieving the general
welfare of the people leaves us open to the
great risks that beset a growing society. I
think it proper to point out here one of the
most serious risks. When we have the tech-
nical and economic capacity to create and
organize a soclally useful enterprise, we
should not transfer it to outside hands for
any interest of personal gain which in any
way, in the long run, may represent a step
backward for the people of Puerto Rico in
their freedom of action or in their power to
make their own decisions. We stimulate and
welcome without prejudice all outside coop-
eration for the development of our country,
but it would be inconcelvable for us to re-
place what 1s successfully ours with what
comes from outside. Let us add to the good
that we have. Let us not replace it. Re-
placement is justified only when that which
is replaced cannot be improved.

Just as one should never turn back in the
rising march for public right and freedoms,
neither should we turn back In what has
been achieved in other aspects of human en-
deavor. We will not lay the groundwork for
the possibility that Puerto Rico may, even
in ways different from those of the past, have
to face attempts by particular interests to
subordinate the people’s political power to
economic power. We will not permit such
situations. Our commitment with you
authorizes us to fight in order to avoid them.
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Although we all live the Commonwealth
day after day and harvest the fruits that
benefit all, there are people who have doubts
about the mature of this political form and
about the nature of the relationship between
Puerto Rico and the United States. As in
every democratic community, there are dif-
ferenees of opinion in Puerto Rico about
methods and procedures. These differences
all flow towards the unity of the common
purpose of strengthening a worthy and
productive life, in spiritual areas as well as in
those of immediate physical and material
needs. Puerto Rico has settled its affairs at
the conference table. There will be no mo-
tive in these times to choose another way.

In order to study and analyze in detailed
fashion all the elements and factors that have
to do with or may pertain to the present and
future relations between the United States
and Puerto Rico, the representatives demo-
cratically elected by both peoples, through
mutual agreement, established and created
the Commission of the United States and
Puerto Rico on the Status of Puerto Rico
better known as the Status Commission.

This commission has already completed
the more extensive part of its task. It is of
great significance that the members of this
commission are gathered today for their last
deliberations about the task entrusted to
them jolntly by the brotherly and associated
peoples of Puerto Rico and United States in
connectlon with the feasible ways of develop-
ment of our country in the juridical, politi-
cal, economic and social order, upon a solid
democratic platform.

There is great expectation in the country
as to the determinations that the commission
members will make. The results of their de-
liberations will have great impact on our
lives and on the life of future generations,
individually and collectively., I have no
doubts as to the importance that this docu-
ment will have in clearing up the horizon in
the path of our country in its ascending
march towards the high plateaus of its des-
tiny. Therefore, in this solemn occasion
I point out to you that people who are firmly
established on reason and justice must lis-
ten to every argument with serenity and
judge every argument with discernment in
the processes of consultation.

The constitutional life of a people needs
the understanding of all and we must all de-
fend it. I ask the people of Puerto Rico to
inform themselves and to stay informed
about the conclusion and determinations of
the commission and about the reasons and
bases for those conclusions and determina-
tlons. No other political action has greater
significance in the economic and social life
of the country than its struggle with its
constitutional system. Every one has the
obligation to participate in the constructive
and sometimes critical dialogue that we must
carry on about this matter. Reasonable,
worthy and sincere debate must be estab-
lished. There must be respect for contrary
opinions. We all have the obligation of ex-
pressing our own with serenity and with
facts. There must be serenity in expecta-
tions and serenity in actions. Only in this
Way can reason, justice and good discern-
ment in making a judgment, guide the des-
tiny of the country.

My faiths, my convictlons, rest in the na-
ture of the people of the United States, who
hold a position of leadership in the world
because of the greatness of its institutions,
because of its profound and sincere motiva-
tlon of justice, which s its reason of being;
and in the great of the people of Puerto
Rieo who, with unmrpasm‘ble civil heroism,
know how to struggle for their rights.

It is exalted in our Constitution that the
will of the people is the source of public

. Collective decisions through the free
participation of the cltizens are mandatory.
The people have already learned to make

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

their wishes known democratically.
people of Puerto Rico, if necessary, will once
again know how to tell us their will. Their
mandate will be the force that will forge the
paths of their p:

I know that people who have grown in
stature at their historical crossroads in the
past will grow in serenity of understanding
in the historic momen: they now live,
Puerto Rico forges its destiny with reason,
with truths and with realities. BSo it did
in the past, so 1t does today and so will it do
tomorrow. We trust the people and we will
answer that trust with new achievements
for the Commonwealth, which are the
achievements of the people of Puerto Rico.
Achlevements that will be obtalned within
our association with the United States in
the enjoyment of our common citizenship. I
told you before that every Puerto Rlcan will
judge. The judging is up to every Puerto
Rican. Your will shall again be done, the
will of you, good Puerto Rican people.
Thank you.

The

REMARKS OF THE HONORABLE ABE FORTAS,
ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE U.S. SUPREME
CourT, REPRESENTING THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNTTED STATES ON THE OCCASION OF THE
CELEBRATION OF THE 14TH ANNIVERSARY
oF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO,
San Juaw, P.R., JuLy 25, 1966

My dear friends, this is for me an occasion
of much sentiment.

I have come home—to Puerto Rico—my
second home. It is as near and dear to me
as my own birthplace.

I come to you today—on this great occa-
sion—as the representative of the President
of the United States. He has asked me to
convey to you his greetings, as an old friend
of Puerto Rico, and to read his message to
you:

“To the people of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico:

“l am pleased to send my most cordial
greetings to my fellow citizens of Puerto
Rico, on the fourteenth anniversary of Con-
stitution Day and of the founding of the
Commonwealth.

“We were Innovators fourteen years ago—
making use of the great potential for crea-
tive and democratic experiment inherent in
our constitutional system—when we created
the new form of political freedom repre-
sented by the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

“It is grounded on the fundamental prin-
ciple of self-government, under a Constitu-
tion drafted, and adopted, by the people of
Puerto Rico. It prospers within a structure
of permanent association with the United
SBtates, based upon our common cltizenship
and our mutual commitment to freedom and
fundamental human rights.

“Our relationship is not static, It can
grow and change. Even now a study is un-
der way, jointly undertaken by able repre-
sentatives of both our communities, to review
the experience of the past fourteen years.
The results of the study will soon be avail-
able, and I am certain they will give us con-
fidence to develop our relationship further,
in ways that will accord with the wishes of
the people of Puerto Rico.

“Your achlevements have been truly re-
markable. They have furnished an example
for the world of what can be achieved by the
close collaboration between a larger and a
smaller community in an atmosphere of free-
dom and mutual agreement.

“I am confident that I speak for the people
of all the United States, as well as their gov-
ernment, when I express my pride and my
pleasure at the achievements of the people of
Puerto Rico.

“LYnpoN B, JOHNSON,

“JuLy 22, 1966.”

These are the words of Presldent Johnson
who has participated as Senator, Vice Presi-
dent, and now President in the remarkable
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adventure that is Puerto Rico's recent his-

Y.

You have provided an example to the world.
You have proved that people can act great-
ly—with vislon and courage.

I do not accept the statement, which is
frequently heard, that Puerto Rico's accom-
plishments have been due solely to its rela-
tion to the United States—that they are
unique—that the Puerto Riean invention and
accomplishments have no meaning outside of
Puerto Rico. It Is true that there are special
advantages of the greatest importance in
Puerto Rico's relation to the United States.

These have indeed been of fundamental
assistance to Puerto Rico. But they are not
the reason why Puerto Rico achieved her
present eminence. These benefits do not ex-
plain how after years of depression and de-
spair—Puerto Rico started its dramatic for-
ward movement., The answer can be found
In some critical choices that Puerto Rico
made—some basic decisions—which led to
greatness—to growth and not to sterility; to
real freedom and not to an illusion of it; to
accomplishments and not just propaganda.

Let me list some of the choices which were
made—the basic decisions which, I think de-
termined the course of Puerto Rico's his-
tory:

First: In the early 40's, Puerto Rico decided
to change the emphasis of its national effort—
to change priorities—to emphasize specific
and economic objectives: bread, land and
liberty: as the first order of priority. It
placed these ahead of the debate about
political status—This did not reflect dimin-
ished ideallsm. It did not reflect a willing-
ness to continue the colonial system then in
effect. Rather, it recognized that to
achieve political freedom, people must obtain
freedom from economiec serfdom; that Hberty
with starvation—Iliberty without opportunity
or hope for adequate food, medical care, hous-
ing or educational facilities is not liberty in
reality. So I think that your decision to
place first emphasis upon realities and not
upon labels was a crucial choice. I do not
want to be misunderstood. I do not ignore
the importance of slogans or labels. In
mankind’s history, they have served to in-
gpire and to unite. But they can also mis-
lead—and misdirect a people, and divert their
attention from the order of priorities which
is in their best interest.

Second: The next crucial choice, I think,
was economic realism. Again, the people of
Puerto Rico rejected the lure of labels. You
dealt with the reality of the problems; and
you dealt with them by use of the most
direct, most available and most effective
means at hand. You did not insist upon
methods which conformed with a precon-
celved theory such as state ownership, or
soclallsm—or even pure, unadulterated
private enterprise!

The economic problem was there. The
job had to be done. And with the resource-
fulness of free men, you did it in the most
direct and effective way—In terms of the
problem and the result sought, and not of a
political abstraction.

Third: PFinally, the fundamental cholce—
the cholice which infiuenced every action and
event—was the rejection of economie, cul-
tural and political insularity or national-
ism.—This was, I think, the basic decision,
Puerto Rico decided that it would turn out-
ward—to the world—not inward upon itself;
that it would be hospitable to the rest of
the world—that it would eagerly reach out
to its neighbors,—and it declded that Its

neighbors,—in this small world, include all

of the nations of the earth. Puerto Rico de-
cided that it would not be an island—that
it would welcome people and ideas from all
the world.

—Puerto Rico declded that a man is a
man—to be judged on merit—wherever he
comes from—wherever he lives—
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—Puerto Rico decided that an idea is an
idea; and that an idea is entitled to con-
sideration on its own merit—even if it is
not made in Puerto Rico—or Spain—or Costa
Rica—or the United States—even if it’s made
in England or Germany or Yugoslavia or In-
dia.

This decision to reject insularity and isola-
tion was the basis of the idea of permanent
political association with the United States—
not as a colony—not as a territory—not as
an assimilated federal state like Florida or
New York—but as a member of a family, re-
lated together by shared ideals, by mutual
affection and and a commitment to
reciprocal aid—but always maintaining for
each member its freedom, liberty, and in-
dividuality.

This rejection of insularity—of a nation-
alistic position—was a brave decision—a
bold course. It was, to say the least, unfash-
fonable. It is still unfashionable for a small
nation like Puerto Rico to reject national-
ism. It is a rare act of courage—of great-
ness—for a people to assert that they are
eager to offer and accept trade, commerce,
ideas and people from all the world—it is rare
for a small country to have the calm con-
fidence to invite this free interchange—to
have the strength of spirit to rely upon them-
selves to be neither humiliated—nor sub-
ordinated—nor dictated to—nor assimilated
by other nations and other people with whom
they are associated.

This was indeed an act of courage—an act
of greatness. To date the validity of this
decision has been sustained. I am confident
that Puerto Rico will continue in this
course—to be truly universal or interna-
tionul in its outlook—to welcome inter-
change with all—to assoclate proudly, for
example, with the United States—and that
it will do so without the fear or the fact of a
loss of its own personality, culture or iden-
tity.

Perhaps, indeed, Puerto Rico has a mis-
sion appointed by destiny; perhaps it is des-
tined to be a showplace—not merely of
economic development or internal democ-
racy, but a demonstration area that people
may form assoclations with other nations on
terms of dignity and mutual benefit—that
complete nationalism is not the only re-
spectable way of life; that the individuality
of a proud people can be preserved without
the separation and antagonism implicit in
nationalism—and without the loss of pre-
cious cultural and personality values that
would come with assimilation.

Perhaps Puerto Rico has a mission ap-
pointed by destiny—a mission to serve as a
beacon, small but intense, to lead the world
away from the excesses of natlonalism—to
show the world that pride in one's self, cul-
tural integrity, loyalty to homeland are not
incompatible with an open-door to the
world—with free and generous assoclation
with other natlons; that national Integrity
does not demand natlonalistic rejection of
others; that the world is too small—and
people are too much alike—to justify us in
bullding Berlin walls between us; and on the
other hand, that the world is too diverse and
people are too different to insist that all of
them be put in a melting pot.

For who will defend extreme nationalism
except that it is preferable to the degrada-
tion and subjection of colonlalism? Who
will defend either the desirability or the
viability of a world made up of intensely
separate natlons, joined only by the slender
thread of the United Natlons and otherwise
rejecting basic commitments to political and
economic associations? Who will defend the
theory of the creation of tiny nations, artifi-
clally cut off from fundamental assoclation
with those with whom its destiny must lie—
who will defend this except as the necessity
of a moment in history; as an antidote to the
polson of colonialism? And who will really
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defend the total refusal by so many nations
even to consider the possibilities of close,
meaningful, fundamental association with
others.

For the future of the world lies not in
extreme nationalism, but In greater asso-
ciations;—mnot in reducing the tie. among
us, but !n increasing their importance and
number.

Puerto Rico provided an early example of
this. You had the wisdom and the courage
to recognize illusion—and to reject it. You
had the confidence in yourselves to risk
your individuality and integrity in order
to gain them.

For it takes courage to join with others.
If a people cherish their own individuality
and cultural personality, it takes courage
to commit their military defense to others;
to aceept a common currency; to permit the
two-way economic infiltration that is inci-
dental to free trade; to insist upon hos-
pitality to the best in ideas, skills or people—
whether they are made in Puerto Rico or
elsewhere. This takes courage—the courage
that comes from dedication to the welfare
of your own people; from bellef in the
strength of your own culture and institu-
tions and in your ability to nuriure them
in an atmosphere of national p-ide. It takes
courage—th> courage that comes from a
sense of obligation to humanity and the
world—and from the realization that a world
of small stiff-necked, isolated principalities
cannot live in peace and plenty—but must
inevitably be defaced by disorder and misery.

I began by saying to you that Puerto Rico's
power to choose universality instead of ex-
treme nationalism, association instead of
separation, was not due solely to factors
unique to Puerto Rico. I repeat that state-
ment. The Puerto Rican experience cannot,
of course, be precisely duplicated—because
every situation is different. There are many
avenues to the same objective of boldly
reaching beyond national lines. The most
promising, of course, are represented by the
central american common market—which is
making remarkable progress—and the eu-
ropean economic community. Essentially,
these hold promise of reflecting in multi-
lateral form the same basic principles that
are present in the Puerto Rican idea.

But I think that Puerto Rico has a duty
beyond its own boundaries and its own resi-
dents. I think it has a mission. Its duty ex-
tends beyond the technical assistance which
it has generously offered to the less fortunate
nations: It extends beyond providing an ex-
ample of successful economic engineering.
Puerto Rico, I think, has a duty to offer to
the world its great political and ideological
premise: that national integrity and na-
tional self-respect do not require political na-
tionalism; that the constructive and effec-
tive road to cultural, ideological, political
and economic Integrity may indeed be
through political and economic affiliation
with other nations on a generous, fearless
basis.

You are entitled to be proud of this. You
should be. This idea—the Puerto Rican
idea—your example—is a beacon of light in a
world in which darkness and light are in
mortal combat, with the outcome in doubt.
I hope and pray that the last vestiges of an
apologetic attitude for your great achieve-
ment will disappear. I hope that all of you,
regardless of what you may seek ultimately,
will be proud and outspokenly proud—of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. And I hope
that you will seize every opportunity to help
others—and to participate with them—who
may seek, in whatever form, to break through
the Berlin wall of divisive nationalism and
enter the world of associations and relation-
ships and interchanges with others.

I cannot conclude this without a personal
note. I am at home in Puerto Rico. You
have given me a rare opportunity to see no-
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bility and greatness at work. You have
given me the greatest boon that a man could
receive: the opportunity to work with men
like Luis Mufioz Marin and Roberto Sanchez,
and many others. You have given me the
priceless blessing of coming to know and to
love a great people—a people of warmth and
kindness, intelligence and compassion: the
people of Puerto Rico.

You have given me the opportunity to
share your dream and to see, with pride and
humility, its achievement.

From the bottom of my heart, I thank you
for these years.

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC
ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HorLiFIeLp] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, my
colleagues on the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy and I were privileged to
gather at the White House yesterday to
attend the swearing in ceremony of two
new Commissioners to the AEC—Dr.
Samuel M. Nabrit and Mr. Wilfrid E.
Johnson—and to hear President John-
son commemorate the 20th anniversary
of the signing into law of one of the
most important and unique statutory
measures ever enacted by the Congress.
I refer to the Atomic Energy Act, the
Nation’s—in fact, the world’s—first
atomic energy legislation, which was
signed into law by President Truman on
August 1, 1946.

The Atomic Energy Act was at the time
of its enactment, and in many respects
remains today, without parallel in the
legislative history of this country. It is
safe to say, I think, that the Atomiec En-
ergy Act of 1946 was a radical piece of
legislation—in not a few ways alien to
all that most of us believe in. Secrecy
was the byword. The role of private
enterprise in the program was almost
nonexistent. Neither nuclear reactors
nor the fuels that went into them eould
be privately owned. In a word, the pro-
gram, with few exceptions, was one huge
Government monopoly.

Nevertheless, the McMahon Act—as
the 1946 act came to be popularly
known—served this country well through
a trying period. It embodied the wisdom
and the best foresight of the Congress
and the American people in the period
immediately following the close of World
War 1I when atomic energy had emerged
as a revolutionary new force. Given the
circumstances confronting the Congress
at the time, I think there are few who
upon reflection will quarrel with me
when I say that Congress chose well
when it enacted the Atomic Energy Act
of 1946 and created a civilian agency to
develop the atom rather than maintain-
ing it under military control.

It was always recognized, however,
that the 1946 act was temporary in na-
ture. Accordingly in 1953, at a time
when the United States had a large
stockpile but no longer a monopoly in nu-
clear weapons, the Congress was able to
consider devoting a portion of our nu-
clear capacity to ecivilian purposes, and
to eliminate some of the secrecy in which
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our atomic energy program was en-
shrouded. As a result, the joint com-
mittee recommended and after long de-
bate Congress enacted the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954. Enactment of the 1954
act marked the culmination of efforts by
the joint committee and the Congress, in
accord with the policy declaration of the
1946 act, to update the basic statute so
as to reflect the rapid advancement and
broadened horizons of nuclear science.

The new act marked a turning point—
a shift in emphasis from solely military
applications to an increasing emphasis
on peaceful uses. This shift has con-
tinued to this day. As I think my later
remarks will show, we are well along the
path toward fulfilling the confidence ex-
pressed by President Truman in his Octo-
ber 3, 1945, message to Congress request-
ing the enactment of atomic energy
legislation. President Truman said:

Never Iin history has soclety been con-
fronted with a power so full of potential
danger and at the same time so full of
promise for the future of mankind and the
peace of the world. I think I express the
faith of the American people when I say we
can use the knowledge we have won, not for
devastation of the world, but for the future
welfare of humanity.

It is altogether fitting and appropriate,
therefore, that President Johnson should
commemorate the enactment of the
Atomic Energy Act, as he did yesterday.
Without objection, Mr. Speaker, I request
that President Johnson’s remarks be in-
cluded in the Recorp at the conclusion of
my remarks.

My principal purpose for rising today is
to commemorate a different, albeit re-
lated, anniversary. Specifically, I want
to call attention to the fact that today’s
date—August 2, 1966—marks the 20th
anniversary of the formal establishment
of the Joint Commitiee on Atomic En-
ergy. Twenty years ago today the newly
appointed members of the committee—
nine from the House, nine from the Sen-
ate—gathered for their first meeting—
the first of over 1,500 meetings to be held
over the following 20 years.

As I have indicated, the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946 was unique in many respects.
Not the least unique among its features
was its creation of a joint committee of
Congress to oversee the atomic energy
program. The Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy—one of the few commit-
tees of Congress established by statute
rather than by rule of each House and
the only joint committee empowered to
receive and recommend proposed legisla-
tion, including authorization of appro-
priations—grew out of Congress’ cogni-
zance of and concern over the vast
powers which were bestowed upon the
executive branch of Government by the
1946 act.

In this field of overriding importance
to the national defense and of unlimited
promise for the peacetime welfare of the
Nation and the world, new legislative
techniques were necessary. As Presi-
dent Truman remarked in 1945:

The release of atomic energy constitutes a
new force too revolutionary to consider
within the framework of old ideas.

The Congress had to meet the chal-
lenge of atomic energy in a manner which
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would preserve and strengthen the
structure of a Government which rests
upon the foundation of separate and
equal powers and at the same time assure
that the legislative branch was equally as
informed as the executive branch.

The instrument which Congress chose
to span the separation between the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches and to
meet the special legislative needs im-
posed by the defense importance, the
complexity, and the portent of atomic
energy was the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. The magnitude—both
in terms of the management problem and
the immense expenditure of public
funds—of the atomic energy program, its
technical complexity, and its security
importance gave almost a new dimension
to the normal responsibilities of a legis-
lative committee. In recognition of
these special responsibilities the Congress
conferred upon the joint committee un-
usual powers—sufficiently unusual to
make the committee unique in Federal
lezislative annals.

The Joint Committee was established
as the agent of the Congress and the
American people, and is charged with the
responsibility of making “continuing
studies of the activities of the Atomic
Energy Commission and of the problems
relating to the development, use, and
control of atomic energy.” The Com-
mission by law is required to keep the
committee “fully and currently in-
formed,” as is the Department of De-
fense with respect to all matters within
its cognizance relating to the develop-
ment, utilization, or application of atomic
energy. The committee has full hear-
ing powers, including subpena author-
ity. The committee members from each
House report out bills or other legislative
matter to their respective Houses. To
promote bipartisan support, not more
than five of the nine-member delegation
from each House may belong to the same
political party.

The obligation of the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Defense Depart-
ment to keep the Joint Committee fully
and currently informed helps to assure
a continuing flow of information neces
sary to the proper discharge of the com-
mittee’s responsibilities to the Congress.
Visits by the committee and its staff to
AEC laboratories and other operating
sites serve to further alert the commit-
tee to the problems and promises of the
atomic energy program. Continuity in
committee membership and the selection
of a highly competent staff without re-
gard to political affiliation have also en-
hanced the committee’s ability to cope
with its responsibilities. Finally, the
vantage point of the Joint Committee,
separate as it is from the executive posi-
tion of the Commision, has provided a
degree of perspective such as to enable
the committee to make substantive rec-
ommendations which have been ac-
cepted by the executive branch.

The extent of the committee’s active
involvement in the atomic energy pro-
gram has been lauded by some, resented
and criticized by others. The Washing-
ton Evening Star recently said:

The joint committee takes its dutlies seri-

ously and cherishes its supervisory preroga-
tives fiercely.
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I for one was flattered by the state-
ment and readily confess to the charge.

It has also been suggested by some that
the committee on occasion has en-
croached on the doctrine and practice
of separation of powers; that what the
committee regards as its proper role in
policymaking funections is in fact an
assault on executive powers. I could
dismiss this charge by simply noting that
the Constitution contemplates coequal
branches of government, not domina-
tion by one—the executive—over the
other. But I cannot resist pointing out
also the irony of the charge, coming as
it does from some of the same critics
who chastise Congress as a whole for not
resisting the trend toward executive
erosion of legislative power.

In view of the occasion, I do not think
it inappropriate or immodest to reflect
upon the history of the committee and
some of the accomplishments which the
Joint Committee has helped to achieve
during the last two decades. The list is
one I am honored to recount.

I think you will find it an impressive
one.

The paramount and primary objective
of the national atomic energy effort, by
statute and unflagging determination of
both the Joint Committee and the Atomic
Energy Commission, has been in sup-
port of national defense. This objec-
tive has been served without stint.

Our nuclear arsenal—if one could call
it that—at the end of World War II was
nonexistent. I mean that quite liter-
ally. The atomic bombs that fell on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki on August 6
and 10, 1945, completely exhausted our
supply at that time and our production
capabilities were exceedingly limited.

As late as December 1946, shortly be-
fore the Atomic Energy Commission
assumed jurisdiction over the atomic en-
ergy program from the Manhattan en-
gineering district, the weapons program
was at a virtual standstill. A Commis-
sion representative who made an inven-
tory of the weapons stockpile in that
month later told the Joint Committee:

I spent 2 days, as a representative of the
Commission, going over what we had. I

was very deeply shocked to find what few
weapons we had at that time.

By the spring of 1949, however—little
more than 2 years affer the AEC had
gone into operation—the Nation’s lead-
ers were able to take comfort in the
knowledge that the country had what
accurately could be described as a nu-
clear weapons stockpile, Later, as a re-
sult of the AEC’s major rehabilitation
and expansion programs, the country
was provided a nuclear weapons capa-
bility in quality and quantity that to
this day remains unmatched by any
other nation.

The story of the development of our
nuclear shield would be incomplete with-
out some reference to the H-bomb. The
possibility of developing a hydrogen
bomb was explored by U.S. scientists as
early as 1942, Studies concerning the
feasibility of a hydrogen weapon were
conducted as part of the wartime atomic
project, although they were subordinate
to work on the A-bomb since it was be-
lieved that the atomic bomb could be
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developed more quickly and could, there-
fore, be used to hasten the end of the
war. At first, after the end of World
War II, no substantial effort was di-
rected toward the development of an
H-bomb although a small research pro-
gram on thermonuclear energy was con-
tinued.

This situation prevailed until Septem-
ber 23, 1949, when President Truman
announced that the Soviets had ex-
ploded an atomic bomb. The Govern-
ment promptly reviewed our atomic pro-
gram in light of the generally unexpected
rapid progress of the Soviets. As a re-
sult, for the first time, major attention
was directed to the question of develop-
ing a thermonuclear weapon.

The Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy took a leading part in urging the
President to support a vigorous program
on the development of hydrogen weap-
ons. Between September 1949 and Jan-
uary 1950, the committee held several
hearings in executive session on this
question. Over the signature of its
Chairman, the late Senator Brian Mc-
Mahon, five separate letters were for-
warded to the President on behalf of the
committee urging a major development
effort. Senator McMahon set up a spe-
cial subcommittee to review the H-bomb
matter of which I had the honor of being
appointed chairman.

Together with other subcommittee
members, Mel Price, HENRY M. JACKSON
and the late Carl Hinshaw, I visited Los
Alamos in October 1949 and obtained
firsthand information from our weapon
scientists, We then went on to Berke-
ley, Calif., where joined by Joint Com-
mittee Member Senator William EKnow-
land, we discussed with a great scien-
tist—the late Ernest O. Lawrence—the
fastest possible means of achieving a suc-
cessful H-bomb program.

Based on what we had learned, the
subcommittee recommended to Chair-
man McMahon that we move ahead at
all possible speed with the H-bomb pro-
gram. Chairman McMahon thereafter
wrote several letters to President Tru-
man, visited a number of atomic instal-
lations and together with a number of
us from the Joint Committee personally
called upon President Truman at the
White House to urge a major crash pro-
gram on the H-bomb.

After vigorous debate at the highest
levels of government, the situation that
confronted the President was this: First,
a majority of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission advised against proceeding with
a large-scale and vigorous effort on de-
velopment of the hydrogen bomb; sec-
ond, the AEC’s General Advisory Com-
mittee also advised against proceeding;
third, the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy favored proceeding; and fourth,
a special subcommittee of the National
Security Council favorea proceeding, the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Defense recording favorable votes.

On January 31, 1950, President
Truman made his deeision and issued an
order to the Atomic Energy Commission
to proceed with the development of the
hydrogen bomb. As the project pro-
gressed the Joint Committee renewed its
urgings that every effort be made to at-
tain the objective in the shortest space
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of time. The program was pushed with
great vigor and achieved success. The
value of the effort was proved less than a
year after the United States succeeded,
when the Soviets detonated their own
hydrogen device.

The power of the hydrogen bomb is
not a mere magnitude larger than the
atom bomb used in World War II. It is
three magnitudes larger, or 1,000 times
as powerful as the A-bomb. Imagine, if
you can, a train of boxears stretching
from Boston to Los Angeles, each car
filled with TNT. That, ladies and
gentlemen, will give you some conception
of the explosive content of a 20-megaton
weapon.

In building these weapons we have not
striven to produce the biggest bombs
possible. On the contrary, we have re-
duced the yields of our hydrogen weap-
ons as we have improved the means and
accuracy of our delivery systems. Con-
currently, we have improved the safety
and security of our weapons.

Last January 17 a tragic airplane
crash occurred over the Mediterranean
Sea. Several of our Air Force men were
killed and four hydrogen bombs fell out
of the sky over Spain and its seacoast.
Not one of those bombs produced a
nuclear explosion. While we were fortu-
nate that no one was harmed by the fall-
ing debris from the airplanes, it was not
merely a matter of good luck that the
bombs failed to produce a nuclear
catastrophe. The safety devices which
the Commission and the Department of
Defense have built into these weapons
to prevent unintentional explosions pre-
cluded any such accidental holocaust.

Equally important are the devices
which safeguard against the possibility
of unauthorized use of nuclear weapons,
the need for which was brought to the
President’s attention by the Joint Com-
mittee.

In carrying out its responsibility to re-
view activities in the vitally important
field of atomic weaponry, the Joint Com-
mittee in the late 1950’s became appre-
hensive about the arrangements for the
custody and control of U.S. nuclear
weapons assigned to NATO. Based on
the knowledge of the practices and pro-
cedures then in effect concerning these
weapons, grave consequences were fore-
seen by the Joint Committee in case of
the unauthorized use or accidental
detonation of these nuclear weapons.

Aware of the dangers inherent in this
situation, in 1960 Senator CrLinTOoN P.
ANDERSON as chairman of the Joint Com-
mittee appointed a special ad hoc sub-
committee to investigate the matter. I
was privileged to be named chairman of
the subcommittee. Fellow subcommit-
tee members and I immediately visited
8 European countries and more than
15 nuclear weapons installations. Early
in 1961, as a result of our inspection, we
presented a top-secret report to Presi-
dent Kennedy containing recommenda-
tions designed to strengthen and improve
our NATO nuclear weapons arrange-
ments,

One of the key recommendations of
this report called for the development
of a system of electronic locks to be
placed on nuclear weapons as a safe-
guard against unauthorized firing. This
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recommendation was accepted by the
President and a research and develop-
ment program was begun which ulti-
mately resulted in the development of
the permissive action link system to ac-
complish this safeguard objective.

Numerous other recommendations
were set forth in our report—many of
them to this day must remain classified.

I can say, however, that at the time
we were concerned with what appeared
to be too great a reliance on nuclear
weapons in NATO and an inadequate un-
derstanding amongst our allies and with-
in our own forces of nuclear weapon ef-
fects. We recommended against any
significant increase of nuclear weapons
in Europe and that greater effort be
made to increase NATO’s conventional
weapon capabilities. Additional recom-
mendations, which subsequently were
implemented, included coordination be-
tween WATO and SAC nuclear weapon
war plans and the removal of Jupiter
IRBM missiles from Italy and Turkey.
A potential safety problem in an opera-
tional system was uncovered by a Joint
Committee consultant and was corrected.

In speaking of the military aspects of
atomic energy I have saved until last
one of the brightest chapters—the de-
velopment of the nuclear Navy, partic-
ularly the nuclear submarine. There is
little question in my mind that the sup-
port which the Joint Committee and
Congress gave to the development of the
nuclear submarine will long be remem-
bered as one of Congress' greatest con-
tributions to the preservation of the Re-
public. On more than one occasion, Ad-
miral Rickover, the man who provided
the day-to-day technical drive and or-
ganized leadership for the work, has re-
ferred to the essential part that the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and the
Congress played in this development.

At the time Admiral Rickover took
the helm of this development project the
Navy thought so little of it that they gave
him no support to carry it out. The
Congress recognized this impasse early
in the program and stepped in to fill
the vacuum. Specifically, the Congress
authorized facilities for the development
work and provided funds for the opera-
tion of these necessary facilities. Later,
when the Navy refused to seek the funds
necessary to build a nuclear submarine,
Congress stepped in again and voted
funds for the nuclear powerplants for
the first two nuclear submarines, the
Nautilus and the Seawolf. Because of
the Navy’s reluctance the money was
appropriated to the Atomic Energy Com-
mission where it was used to build the
powerplants that were then turned over
to the Navy Department. Through this
circuitous route were built the first of
the nuclear submarines in a plann-~d
fleet of 100 nuclear submarines which
today constitute one of the mainstays of
our national defense.

But for the intervention of Congress it
is likely that Admiral Rickover’'s career
in the Navy would have ended in 1953.
At that time he was about to be passed
over for promotion, an action which
would have brought his Navy career to
an end. Fortunately, many in the Con-
gress, particularly the Joint Commitiee
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on Atomic Energy, came to his assist-
ance. As a consequence, a reluctant
U.S. Navy promoted him to the rank of
rear admiral in late 1953. Today the
B6-year-old vice admiral is still on the
job, rightfully acknowledged as the
father of the nuclear submarine.

In subsequent years, the joint commit-
tee has continued to recommend, and
Congress has continued to authorize, fa-
cilities for the advancement of nuclear
submarine and surface warship propul-
sion technology which were turned
down within the executive branch in the
budgetary review process. Congress has
also added nuclear propelled surface
warships to the authorization requests
of the Department of Defense. After
many years of trying to convince De-
partment of Defense leaders of the value
of nueclear propulsion in warships, it ap-
pears that this year we are realizing for
the first time the results of our efforts.
This year's authorization bill, due to
some modifications by the Congress in
the request of the Department of De-
fense, contains nuclear propulsion for all
firstline warships. The vigorous sup-
port from the House Armed Services
Committee and the House Appropria-
tions Committee deserves credit for this
last accomplishment.

Until not too long ago the much pub-
licized military atom captured the lion's
share of the headlines. Of late, however,
the peaceful atom has more than come
into its own. In no area is this more true
than in the use of atomic energy to pro-
duce electrical power.

The development of nuclear reactors
for the conversion of atomic energy into
useful, economical power has been the
goal toward which the United States has
worked since the day in 1942 when the
first nuclear chain reaction in the
uranium graphite pile was achieved un-
der the west stands of Stagg Field at the
University of Chicago. If the recent
dramatic upsurge in orders for nuclear
powerplants is any indication, that goal
is now within our grasp.

In the last 18 months more than 11
million nuclear-generated kilowatts have
been announced by the utility industry
as scheduled to enter into commercial
operation by 1970. In the last 6 months
alone, approximately one-half—or more
than 13!% million kilowatts—of the total
generating capacity ordered by the util-
ity industry will be nuclear fueled.
These plants are expected to be in opera-
tion by 1973. The rate at which atomic
reactors are being purchased has caused
the Atomic Energy Commission to double
the estimates of growth it made just 4
years ago, when in its 1962 report to the
president the AEC foresaw a nuclear
generating capacity of 40 million kilo-
watts by 1980. The Commission cur-
rently believes that installed capacity by
1980 will be somewhere between 80 and
110 million kilowatts.

For those in industry and government
who have labored long and hard in the
vineyard to bring to the American people
the fruits of power from the atom, these
statistics are certainly encouraging. We
now have available to us a vast new
energy source in addition to fossil fuels
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to meet the Nation’'s ever-inecreasing
power requirements. The magnitude of
this feat takes on even greater meaning
when it is recalled that this country had
no installed commercial nuclear elec-
trical generating capacity until 1957,
when the Shippingport nuclear react r
first went into operation. But for Co1 -
gress, moreover, Shippingport mighs
never have gotten off the drawing boards.

In the fall of 1952, the AEC proposed
to the Bureau of the Budget that it in-
clude some construction money in the
fiscal 1954 budget to enable the Com-
mission to begin building a full-scale
power reactor. The Bureau of the
Budget refused the request on economy
grounds. The Commission then pro-
posed to the National Security Council
that money be included in the revised
fiscal 1954 budget for beginning con-
struection of a pilot plant to produce
7500 kilowatts of electric power. The
National Security Council also turned
this proposal down, again on grounds of
economy.

When the President’s budget message
was submitted to the Congress, the Joint
Committee was concerned to learn that
the proposed budget for atomic energy
contained no provision for the develop-
ment of a full-scale atomic powerplant.
Private industry had made it abundantly
clear to the committee that it was pre-
pared to invest in the development of an
atomic power station if the Government
would underwrite part of the cost and
if the necessary amendments to the
Atomiec Energy Act of 1964 could be ob-
tained. The Joint Committee deemed it
essential, therefore, that the Commission
be granted the funds with which to pro-
ceed with the development, design, and
construction of such a powerplant.

Accordingly, W. Sterling Cole, the then
chairman of the committee, conferred
with the members of the House Appro-
priations Subcommittee charged with
responsibility in this area, and discussed
the implieations for the future of atomic
power if the Government failed to press
forward with the development of a full-
scale atomic powerplant. The Appro-
priations Subcommittee responded by
sponsoring language in the Appropria-
tion Act, language which was approved
by the full committee, authorizing the
Commission to spend $7 million during
fiscal 1954 to begin construction of the
Shippingport nuclear facility in coopera-
tion with private industry.

The 60,000-kilowatt project, built in
cooperation with the Duquesne Power &
Light Co. and the Westinghouse Elec-
tric Co., was a complete success. In
every way, it justified the confidence
which the Congress had reposed in it and
the people who built it. This, the first
practical demonstration of the technical
feasibility of using nuclear energy for
full-scale production of power, was truly
the catalyst for today's atomic power
boom.

While the use of atomic energy for the
production of power is perhaps the most
glamorous use of the peaceful atom, it is,
of course, only one of the varied adapta-
tions of the atom. Radioisotopes, for
example, have for some time found wide-
spread application in industry, in medi-
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cine, and in agriculture. In recent years
the volume of radioisotopes transported
throughout the United States has been
averaging about 250,000 shipments per
year. At the end of 1965, there were in
existence in the United States over 14,-
000 licenses issued to individuals and
corporations authorizing the possession
and use of radioactive materials.

One application of radioisotopes which
has been of special interest to the Joint
Committee has been the preservation of
food by radiation. The Atomic Energy
Commission is carrying out a program on
the preservation of food by subjecting
it to low-dose or pasteurizing levels of
radiation. This permits extension of
shelf life for marine products and cer-
tain fruits and vegetables. The Depart-
ment of the Army has focused its atten-
tion on the radiation sterilization of food
products, especially meats which can
then be stored for long periods without
refrigeration.

Work on this promising concept was
proceeding at a steady pace during the
late 1950’s. However, during Joint Com-
mittee hearings held in January of 1960
it became apparent that the Department
of the Army for all intent and purposes
was about to discontinue its food irradia-
tion program. The reason given was that
certain unfavorable experimental data
had developed during animal feeding
studies.

The Joint Committee then schedulad
additional hearings and heard detailed
testimony from scientists and medical
specialists actually carrying out the re-
search program. It turned out that the
data cited were not attributable to ir-
radiation effects on the food products
under study. Later, additional tests were
carried out which conclusively confirmed
this conclusion. Through the interest
of the Joint Committee and the urging
by its members the food irradiation pro-
gram, which was to be phased out, was
instead continued and expanded, and a
better coordinated AEC-Army program
research effort was undertaken.

The Food and Drug Administration has
now approved for public consumption ir-
radiated bacon, wheat, and wheat prod-
ucts and potatoes. Additional food
products are before the Food and Drug
Administration and others are being
proof tested.

The food irradiation research program
is a small one. Nonetheless, the poten-
tial that this process holds not only for
food processing in this country but
throughout the world is great. When
fully developed, the process should result
in significant savings in marketing costs
and more efficient utilization of the
available food supply.

In addition to the attributes that ra-
dioisotopes possess for use in research
and in industry, one can take advantage
of the fact that when a radioisotope de-
cays, it generates heat. The Atomic En-
ergy Commission has developed shielded
units containing high concentrations of
radioisotopes which generate heat. This
energy is converted to electric power for
use in space and other applications.
Such units are in use today in satellites
now orbiting the earth, navigational
buoys, and in remote weather station
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units. The space power application for
radioisotopes is an important one since
rather compact, light-weight units can
be made which will generate electric
power for considerable periods of time,
equivalent to that which would be pro-
duced by many tons of batteries or
through the use of many thousands of
solar cells displayed in huge panels at-
tached to a space satellite.

One such device was lofted into space
in 1961—the world's first nuclear-pow-
ered satellite. Still orbiting and oper-
ating 5 years later, the navigational de-
vice utilizes an isotopic power supply for
its electricity requirements. This pio-
neering launch into space, I might note,
came very close to never taking place.
There were those who resisted the ex-
periment because they felt a proof test
was unnecessary, or because it might cost
an undue amount of money. Vice Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, however, disa~
greed, and threw the support of the Pres-
ident’s Space Council behind the Joint
Committee's proposal to put the satellite
to a test. It is no exaggeration to say
that the success of the experiment broke
the chains of power limitations in space.

Another example of the generation of
electricity by atomic energy for use in
space application was achieved in 1965.
In April of last year the first nuclear
reactor was orbited about the earth in a
satellite containing a number of scientific
experiments. This reactor, the Snap-
10A, generated 500 watts of electric power
for a period of 43 days following the
launch. A failure, not in the reactor but
in the electrical load distribution system,
was apparently responsible for termina-
tion of the electric power generation.

I think it is important to note here that
although the administration did not plan
a test of the Snap-10A reactor in the
space environment, the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy believed that such a
test was highly desirable and could be
conducted successfully at a reasonable
cost. For this reason the committee rec-
ommended authorization of funds for the
conduct of a test in space and the Con-
gress, acting on the Joint Committee's
recommendation, authorized and appro-
priated the necessary funds. The test
was successful in that it demonstrated
the ability safely to launch, start up, and
operate a reactor in space—an important
first in the U.S. space effort.

Not to share is foreign to the creed of
the American people. Accordingly, on
December 8, 1953, President Eisenhower
presented to the General Assembly of the
United Nations his historie atoms-for-
peace plan, which embodied the Nation’s
desire and willingness to join with all
other nations in a common undertaking
directed toward the peaceful develop-
ment and constructive exploitation of
atomic energy. The popular appeal of
directing atomic materials to peaceful
rather than military uses was fully es-
tablished by the enthusiastic worldwide
response to the proposal.

Out of that proposal emerged the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency, con-
ceived as an instrument for enabling east
and west to work together on technical
and economic problems apart from the
arena of political conflict. The Agency
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statute, approved by the United States
in 1957, was a singular achievement, for
it embodied the first significant agree-
ment between east and west directly
related to the arms limitation problem.
The Agency has served to siphon off
atomic materials from military to peace-
ful uses and, more importantly, to estab-
lish a system of international safeguards
against the diversion of nuclear mate-
rials to military purposes.

A number of nations have found the
International Agency a source of help
essentially neutral in the East-West cold
war conflict. To assist these nations we
contribute equipment and material to the
Agency for distribution as it sees fit,
subject, of course, to Agency safeguards.
Many others have chosen to deal directly
with the United States in obtaining the
materials, equipment, and technology re-
quired for peaceful atomic applications.
Where this has been the case the Joint
Committee has strongly encouraged the
AEC and the Department of State to
insist that any assistance furnished on a
bilateral basis be subject to international
safeguards. Similarly, where bilateral
agreements entered into prior to estab-
lishment of the Agency have come up for
renewal, the committee has fully sup-
ported the policy, and at times has had
to insist upon the policy, of obtaining
or establishing our Government’s safe-
guards policy through the International
Agency.

Some of the nations with whom we
have cooperated have balked at the
transfer of these responsibilities to the
International Agency, preferring instead
that the United States itself perform the
safeguards task. They seem to feel that
IAEA inspection is a badge of second-
class citizenship in the nuclear world. It
is important, however, that we continue
to expand the international inspection
system and improve our control methods
to guard against the dangers to world
peace posed by nuclear weapons.

Of the 32 bilateral agreements for co-
operation in the peaceful uses of atomic
energy presently in force, 27 provide for
or contemplate the transfer of safeguards
responsibilities to the International
Atomic Energy Agency. In addition, the
United States has voluntarily placed four
of this country’s reactors, including the
large privately owned Yankee Power
Reactor at Rowe, Mass., under interna-
tional safeguards. Meanwhile, the
United States has since 1957 supported
the TAEA in the amount of $28.5 million
in the form of cash and grants in kind.
Through these policies we believe a
vigorous, experienced, and respected in-
ternational agency will evolve whose con-
trol system will be administered strictly
and impartially and with a minimum of
injury to national pride.

There have been occasions in the past
when the AEC or the Department of
State were willing to accommodate the
resistance of some foreign countries to
international Atomic Energy Agency
safeguards. The Joint Committee, how-
ever, insisted upon compliance with the
announced U.S. policy of TAEA or similar
international safeguards and succeeded
in strengthening the executive branch in
its foreign negotiations.

17877

Also, over the years there have been
those who have advocated transferring
nuclear weapons and weapon technology
to other nations. The Joint Committee
has steadfastly opposed actions that
would inerease the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons to additional nations,
either directly or indirectly. Thus in
1958 the Joint Committee substantially
revised proposed legislation submitted by
the executive branch to assure that the
legislation would not permit additional
nations to achieve independent nuclear
weapons capability through assistance
from the United States.

Notwithstanding ecriticism that we
have placed undue restrictions on the
executive branch in the exchange of nu-
clear technology and information for
military purposes with other nations,
the Joint Committee, in recognition of
its responsibilities to the Congress and
the people, has insisted that it be kept
“eurrently and fully informed” and that
no cooperation agreement be entered
into with other nations unless first care-
fully reviewed with the committee in
light of the legislative intent of the
Atomic Energy Act and to the extent
security will permit that it be reviewed
in public. We particularly have resisted
for many years repeated efforts by those
who all too willingly would turn over to
other nations the secrets of our nuclear
submarine and surface warship tech-
nology.

That, Mr. Speaker, completes my rela-
tively brief reflection upon the history
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, which has now operated for 20
years. In conclusion, I want to say that
the committee has been ever mindful of
and constantly striven to act in conso-
nance with its responsibilities and powers
and its proper limitations and restraints.
It has attempted to serve the Congress in
the manner demanded by the needs of
our country and consistent with the duty
and honor of the elected representatives
of the people of the United States.

As President Woodrow Wilson noted in
his early study of the Congress:

Congress in its committee rooms is Con-
gress at work.

I think it is fitting and proper, there-
fore, that the public be informed of the
work of the committees of Congress so
that the people may better understand
and realize the accomplishments of the
Congress. That has been my purpose
today.

What the next 20 years will bring is
another story. While no one ean predict
the next two decades with any full de-
gree of accuracy, some obvious conclu-
sions can be drawn. I will reserve for
some future occasion some thoughts I
have concerning what we can expect to
accomplish in the next 20 years.

The remarks of the President follow:
REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE SWEARING-

IN CEREMONY FOR DR. SAM NABRIT AND WiL-

FRID JOHNSON

We are here today to welcome two old
friends and distinguished Americans to our
official family. At the same time, we are
marking the twenty-year anniversary of both
the Atomic Energy Act and the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy.
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By these actlons in 1946, the American
people pledged that atomic energy would
serve not only the national defense but in-
ternational peace and the progress of all
mankind.

‘We have done much to fulfill that pledge.
Atomlc power has been the shield of our
security, and it has also become the symbol
of hope.

The Atomic Energy Commission’s operat-
ing budget is about evenly divided now be-
tween non-milltary uses of the atom and
the direct needs of national defense.

As a result, nuclear energy is enlarging its
role in meeting our needs for electricity. We
have enough installed capacity to meet the
electrical needs of almost two million Ameri-
can families. We will increase that capacity
more than five times within the next four
years.

The atom is also at work in medicine, agri-
culture, and industry. “Spin-off'’ from
atomic development already has advanced
progress In virus research. It has improved
color television reception. It has even un-
covered ways to assure greater cleanliness in
‘hospital operating rooms.

Many new applications of atomic energy
lie ahead. One of these is especially ex-
citing to those of us who learned early in life
the value of fresh water. It now appears
that large nuclear plants can not only pro-
duce electrical power but supplies of fresh
water as well.

About two-thirds of our planet is covered
with water, yet less than one percent is water
we can use in our daily lives. More than 97
percent is in the oceans. Another two per-
cent lies frozen in glaciers and ice caps. And
much of the one percent that comes to us
as raln or snow is wasted before we can use
it.

In the next 20 years the world's demand
for fresh water will double. We must learn
how to use and re-use our water supplies
over and over again.

We will have to develop large-scale,
efficient, and economic desalting plants.

We must learn to use the atom to provide
the energy for those plants.

And we must use that knowledge and that
energy as a part of a massive international
effort to solve man’'s need for water.

This is only one of the challenges which
faces our Atomic Energy Commission today.
Your work, Dr. Nabrit and Mr. Johnson, is
cut out for you.

I have every confidence that you will both
prove equal to the challenge. Of the many
distinguished public servants I have sworn
into office since becoming President, none
have come to us with better qualifications
or a greater record of achievement.

Dr. Nabrit recelved his Master of Science
degree and doctorate in biology at Brown
University and has done graduate work at
Columbia University and the University of
Brussels. He is a noted biologist who for
the past eleven years has been president of
Texas Southern University.

Mr. Johnson was born in England, but has
been a citizen of this country for many years.
He was graduated from Oregon State College
with a Bachelor in Science degree in 1930
and later recelved his Master's degree and
the honorary degree of Doctor of Science
from the same institution. He occupled posi-
tions of leadership in the atomic fleld for
many years, serving until last May as gen-
eral manager for General Electric Company
in its operation of AEC’s Richland, Washing-
ton, installation.

Last year he recelved the AEC's award for
meritorious contributions to the U.8. nuclear

eNergy program.
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LAW AND ORDER—THE ESSENCE OF
- LIBERTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Gusserl is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, engraved
on the marble front of the U.S. Supreme
Court building are the words “equal jus-
tice under law”—a cogent description of
our free system of goverment.

Ours is a government of law and not
of men.

Law, and the order it produces, is
what distinguishes freedom from oppres-
sion. It is law which subjects our na-
tional policies to the test of meeting the
general welfare rather than the whims
or caprice of a despot.

It was John Adams who said:

There can be no liberty in a commonwealth
where the laws are not revered and most
sacredly observed.

George Washington said:

Respect for our country’s authority and
compliance with its laws are duties enjoined
by the maxims of liberty.

Law and order then is the very es-
sence of liberty.

So it follows that the thousands of
dedicated Americans who serve as peace
officers who enforce law and maintain
order are the true guardians of liberty.

It is my purpose today, Mr. Speaker,
to pay a long overdue tribute to the men
and women who daily risk their lives to
maintain a government of law—our law-
enforcement officials. As a further ges-
ture of respect I am introducing legisla-
tion today which would direct the Post-
master General to issue a special postage
stamp featuring the concept that law
and order are the essence of liberty and
which appropriately shows the impor-
tant role police officers play in maintain-
ing it.

In an age when civil liberties have been
distorted to justify civil disobedience,
when violence and mob rule are on the
increase, when disrespect for law and
those who enforce it is alarming decent
citizens, it is time that a voice of mod-
eration spoke out. Unfortunately, some
programs urging support for local police
have been conducted in conjunction
with other impossible objectives such as
impeaching our Chief Justice, getting out
of the United Nations, and repealing the
income tax. This has detracted from
the credibility the program rightly de-
serves. At the opposite extreme are
those who cry “police brutality” when
the violence they would exercise against
the freedom of others is restrained by a
police officer doing his duty. Though
they are vocal and verbose, neither ex-
treme truly speaks for the great major-
ity of Americans who understand and
appreciate our law-enforcement officers.

Today's peace officers are caught in a
struggle between those who consider in-
dividual rights to be paramount to so-
ciety and the opposing view that indi-
vidual rights should prevail only when
they do not infringe upon the rights of
society. It is this fine line which is
drawn by the law as interpreted by the
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courts. It is a line which once was defi-
nite and clear but has become vague and
muddled through court decisions, legis-
lation, and public opinion.

Every person has the right to be free
from harassment and persecution by the
police. The rights of an individual are
basic and precious to our way of life.
But we also realize that society has
rights which must prevail over individual
rights.

Complete individual liberty would al-
low a person to drive at execessive speed,
scream “fire” in a theater, or deposit
refuse in the city streets. But, in the
interests of society, it is necessary that
such absolute exercise of individual lib-
erty be curtailed. A citizen has the right
to walk the streets without being beaten
or robbed, women have a right to feel
secure against assault, and our youths
have the right to protection against the
purveyors of narcoties. All of these rights
are basic to life, liberty, and happiness
and must prevail over any conflicting
right of an individual. No person is en-
titled to special exemption or privilege
under the law.

Charles Louis Montesquieu, the French
jurist and philosopher of the 18th cen-
tury, expressed it this way:

Liberty is the right to do what the lawa
allow; and if a citizen could do what they

forbid, 1t would no longer be liberty, because
others would have the same powers.

In recent years, and in the name of
civil and individual liberties, the courts
have made it more and more difficult for
police to gather evidence, accept confes-
sions, search for stolen articles, discover
contraband narcotics and generally go
about their business of apprehending
those responsible for crimes against soci-
ety. Many cases have been decided on
highly technical constitutional or proce-
dural points as in three recent cases.

In the famous Mallory case, a man was
apprehended by the District of Colum-
bia Police at 2 p.m. one day and 6 hours
later he confessed to the crime of rape.
He repeated his confession later in the
evening. Again at midnight, upon being
confronted by his vietim and identified,
he confessed his guilt. He was found
guilty of rape and sentenced to prison.
On June 24, 1957, the Supreme Court
overturned Mallory's conviction because
his confessions were made before he had
been arraigned before a U.S. commis-
sioner and therefore could not be used
as evidence.

In the Killough case, a man strangled
his wife, buried her in a rubbish heap,
and confessed to the crime 5 days later.
This first confession was held inadmis-
sible by the court under the Mallory rule.
After Killough had been arraigned, how-
ever, a second and third confession were
also held inadmissible because the court
claimed they were “fruits of the evil
tree,” namely, the first confession.
Today Killough is walking the streets.

After a Sacramento supermarket rob-
bery, police officers stopped what they
thought was the getaway car. Instead
they found a large quantity of dope and
made an arrest. The defendants were
set free because the court held that this
was illegal search and seizure.
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Unfortunately, the courts have taken
these unprecedented steps to protect the
individual criminal at the expense of
society at a time when there is an ac-
celerating and cancerous growth of
crime. From 1960 to 1965 all crime in the
United States rose 47 percent. Murder
increased 8 percent, forcible rape an
alarming 41 percent, robberies 32 per-
cent, burglaries 42 percent and larceny
57 percent.

Is it not time, in view of these statis-
tics, that we started emphasizing civil
responsibilities as the very necessary
corollary of individual civil liberties? Is
it not time we insisted that we return to
the coneept that this is a government of
law and no man has a right to take the
law into his own hands? Is it not time
we supported our police instead of throw-
ing roadblocks in their path?

Civil disobedience must not become a
way of life. It cannot be justified on
grounds that the orderly processes for
change in a government of law are too
slow and must be prodded by violence,
looting, and pillaging. It is not enough
to cite the Boston Tea Party and the civil
rights movement as means which were
justified by a desirable end. Let us not
forget that, whenever we assume that if
we disagree it is our right to disobey,
with each step toward disobedience we
take a step away from freedom in the
direction of anarchy.

The Negro surge for equal rights was
justified and necessary. But the need
for continued progress in the field can-
not justify today’s lawless mobs which
destroy large sections of our cities and
kill, pillage, and loot. The riots in Watts
and the more recent difficulties in Chi-
cago, Cleveland, and New York reflect
far more than impatience in the struggle
for the rights of full citizenship. They
demonstrate a degradation of respect for
law and order—the essence of our free-
dom. Impatience is understandable, but
mob violence violates the principles of
freedom and the very purpose of the
civil rights movement.

No mature citizen wants to deprive
our college students of their individual-
ity, their right to dissent, and the oppor-
tunity to vigorously express their points
of view. This is a better Nation because
of the ambition, initiative, courage, ideas,
and sometimes the impatience of the
young. But there is a difference between
expressing one'’s honestly held views and
simply disrupting the serious business
of an educational institution.

People who believe defiance of social
decency is a mark of distinction are
emotionally insecure, They are com-
pelled to the ridiculous in order to avoid
the obscurity which, deep in their inner
selves, they believe they deserve. In
ordinary times, it would be best to ignore
college beatniks since a desire to be
noticed is their principal motivation.
But in times of unrest like the present
some effort must be made by higher edu-
cation officials to require at least a modi-
cum of social dignity in our institutions
of higher learning. Academic freedom
must not be allowed to turn into aca-
demic anarchy. Rules, like laws, should
protect the freedom of the great mass
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of students who truly desire to be edu-
cated. The rights of an academic society
must prevail over the conflicting whims
of individuals.

Those who need a rationale for defying
and fighting authority have adopted the
new watchword and battle cry of “police
brutality.” They have created a pre-
sumption in some circles that, regard-
less of the provocation, any force ap-
plied by police is brutality. The call has
gone out for police review boards to sit
in judgment of the police officer who is
charged with brutality.

This type of board assumes that police
are guilty. It ignores the basic fairness
in the traditional American presumption
of innocence until guilt is proven. It by-
passes the normal judicial process and
sets up an extra-judicial group to sit in
judgment of police conduct. It harasses
police and hampers their work by sub-
jecting them to time-consuming hear-
ings on general charges which are seldom
proven. In fact, out of the first 52 com-
plaints heard by the Rochester, N.¥Y., Po-
lice Review Board only one was sustained.

There are ample avenues of relief
open in our judicial system for the
legitimate victim of police brutality. Why
must we set up a body which assumes
funetions above and beyond the law?
Let us not forget that this is a govern-
ment of law—not of men.

It is time some consideration was given
the officer who also happens to be an in-
dividual with feelings, a family and hu-
man rights. He is the one who must risk
his life and confront the criminal face to
face. He is on the front line in the
battle against erime. His job is the bat-
tling of angry mobs, patrolling hostile
slums, confronting murderers and
thieves, and generally dealing with the
unsavory elements of society. And yet
the courts expect him to be a constitu-
tional lawyer, concerned with the niceties
and fine points of law while he fights for
his life. The eriminal, rioter or demon-
strator does not hesitate to abuse him
and, worst of all, the general public looks
on with apathy.

I am convinced that police officers
throughout the Nation are dedicated and
decent men and women. But they cannot
work alone. They need our help, under-
standing, and support.

We need a new dedication to the long-
established principles of law and order.

We need a reaffirmation of the belief
that a free society is dependent upon
citizens who believe in solving problems
through legal means, for freedom is
meaningless in a lawless society.

We need laws to help enforcement of-
ficers in their fight against crime and
which properly realign the balance of
community rights as opposed to individ-
ual privileges.

If it is our destiny to remain as a free
people then we must, as Lincoln said:

Let reverence for the law * * * become the
political religion of the Nation,

BILL BUCKLEY PROGRAM RE-
CEIVES RAVE NOTICES

The SPEAEER pro tempore. TUnder
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Mr. Speaker, it has
been very encouraging to read the rave
notices and accolades given to the new
program which has been afforded those
in the New York area by Bill Buckley.
Time magazine recently had some very
charitable words regarding Mr. Buck-
ley's new venture into television and
radio. Already a successful publisher,
author, columnist and lecturer Bill
Buckley is one of the great exponents
of conservatism in America. It might
have been suspicioned that many lib-
erals would have panned his program
but the high tone and guality of the pro-
gram, its format, its guest list and its
style have brought many rave notices.

Typical of these favorable reviews is
Shana Alexandar’s column, “The Femi-
nine Eye” appearing in this week’s is-
sue of Life magazine,

One good question comes to mind: why
not give the nationwide public the bene-
fit of this fine program rather than limit
its viewers to the New York area? With
all of the inane programming now clut-
tering up radio and television, there cer-
tainly should be some time allocated to
a real quality type program which is now
emanating from the masterful and tal-
ented mind of Bill Buckley.

The article follows:

THE FEMININE EYE: EVvEN BETTER THAN
BATMAN

(By Shana Alexander)

I have forsaken Baitman for a new TV
hero who for me has even more pow, more
thwuck, than the caped crusader himself,
The new man is Willlam F. Buckley Jr., whose
prickly debates heard weekly on his show,
Firing Line, make far and away the best talk
on television.

I like the show for a lot of reasons, be-
ginning with the cheerfully malevolent per-
sonality of the star. Buckley is more than
the show’s hero; he is his own best villain as
well, Attacking a choice victim, he is as
gleeful as the Joker, and he relles on the
same julcy melodramatic tricks—the wildly
popping eye, the flicking serpent’s tongue,
and the richly cultivated voice. His invec-
tive is as rich as his voice, and in the field
of the screwy epithet Buckley is easily Bat-
man’s peer. He once called David Susskind
such a staunch liberal that “If there were a
contest for the title ‘Mr, Eleanor Roosevelt,'
he would unquestionably win it."”

What really beats Batman is that Buck-
ley is real, and so are his guests—Norman
Thomas, Bishop Pike, Barry Goldwater, James
Farmer. What beats all the other talk shows
is the quality of the talk, which is swift,
literate, informed, of the witty and frequently
bitchy. I like Buckley because he not only
doesn’t play fair, he doesn't even pretend to.
Good talk, not universal justice, 1s what
Buckley is after and he knows how to get
it.

But the clinching reason I like Buckley
is that he appears not to give a damn
whether I like him or not. In contrast to
that cloying, puppy dog friendliness that
characterizes other TV hosts, such aloofness
is irresistible.

On a recent trip to New York I was almost
disappointed when the real Mr. Buckley
turned out to be a terribly easy man to see.
He inhabits an elegant town house just off
Park Avenue and there is something dis-
tinctly lairlike about the place. No bat poles,
to be sure, but there is a vast, shadowy en-
trance hall and a tall, curving banister, with
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a powerful motor bike parked at its foot.
Two parlormaids armed with vacuum clean-
ers grope around in the gloom, and an un-
mistakable scent of rose petals hangs in the
close air.

Buckley himself is tanned seersuckered
and charming, and at close range it is evi-
dent that his forked tongue is in his cheek
a8 good deal of the time. It was equally ap-
parent that while he is a magazine editor,
a syndicated newspaper columnist, a mil-
lionaire yachtsman and an able enough
politician to win 340,000 votes in New York's
last mayoral election, his true métier is show
business.

AFTR.A, a show business union, evi-
dently thinks so too, and recently demanded
he take out a union card. Buckley was out-
raged. He revenged himself on organized
labor by mnaming as beneficiary of his
AFTR.A. life insurance policy the violently
anti-union National Right To Work Com-
mittee.

Buckley sees himself as neither a politiclan
nor a performer but as a writer, or more pre-
cisely, a rewrlter. “I wouldn't show a first
draft to anybody, not even my wife,” he says.
A dedicated quill-pen man at heart, Buckley
believes that the mark of a real writer is
t0 become less and less satisfied with the
ad lib form. As a result Buckley is unable
0 watch, let alone enjoy, his own show. The
premiere debate with Norman Thomas de-
lighted me with talk like this: *Mr. Norman
Thomas has run six times for President of
the United States, and six times the Ameri-
can people in their infinite wisdom have de-
eclined to elect him. ... If I were asked
what has been his specialty in the course of
a long career, I guess I would say ‘being
wrong.'” But the same show threw Buckley
into such a blue funk that he has never
watched himself again.

The idea for Firing Line grew out of four
or five taped debates he did in 1964 for
Patrick Frawley, the ultra-conservative
chairman of Eversharp, Inc. But, Buckley
commented, "Frawley’s idea of a debate is to
have Arthur Schlesinger tear open his shirt
at the end and cry, ‘Mr. Buckley, I repent for
&ll my sins,’™ and he has since refined his
emceeing techniques.

He now tries to “put a little starch in my
introductions,” which is how the Mr. Eleanor
Roosevelt crack came to be. Buckley says
bhe would have been gentler with Susskind,
but he was annoyed at having had so many
clichés hurled at him by Susskind when
Buckley was a guest on Open End. “He al-
ways says to me, ‘Bill, why don't you move
out of the 19th Century?" That old line has
the same depressing effect on me as the first
three notes of the Rachmaninoff Prelude.
Susskind is a much greater embarrassment
to liberals, you know, than he is a goad to
conservatives.”

Buckley’'s own greatest satisfaction comes
“when I get something sald that both needs
gaying and isn't banal,” or “when I can
expose an unexpected area of weakness.” He

_ liked his interview with presidential speech
writer Richard Goodwin because ‘it showed
the schizophrenia between rhetoric and ac-
tivity at the highest level.” He liked debat-
ing Staughton Lynd because “when a man
tells you the moon is made of green cheese,
what is Interesting is what makes him think
80." Buckley sald he was interested in the
fact that Lynd is the son of America’s cele-
brated soclologists, the authors of Middle-
town.

“Is he their only child?"' T asked.

Buckley's Minnie Mouse eyelids flapped.
“I hope 50,” he said.

Buckley is aware of TV's inevitable mellow-
ing effect—Buckley himself might prefer the
word erosion—on his own viper image. But
he doesn’t know what to do about it. “This
host business makes things so difficult,” he
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says. In formal, off-camera debates, he pre-
fers never to meet his opponent before-
hand because “it's too emulsifying.” Though
Buckley’s training and temperament make
him expert at the British debating tradition
of what he calls "tremendous off-stage
civility,” he claims that something more
gladiatorial suits his own bloodthirsty tastes.

I sald I admired the delicate way he
phrased his more bloodthirsty remarks, the
felgned tentativeness that masks an absolute
certainty.

“You're being oxymoronic,” he replied.

There are occasions when it is hest to
come right out and ask, “What does that
word mean?" and this seemed to be one of
them.

“Oh, you know,” said Buckley.
angel. A soft butcher.”
“A liberal Republican.”

“A hlack
His eye twinkled.

THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES

Mr. FARNUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. FaLLoN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, in my
opinion, one of the glories of our Amer-
ican Congress is that it always has re-
fused fo be a static, status quo institu-
tion. Constantly, the current member-
ship and our illustrious predecessors
have sought ways to improve its effec-
tiveness to our Nation and our people.

In this unflagging search for better
methods of legislating it always is help-
ful to have the observations of a thor-
oughly objective and astute student of
government, We are fortunate in hav-
ing this in a report written by Mr. Abul
K. M. Faiz, who is the Deputy Secretary
of the National Assembly of Pakistan.
Mr, Faiz has been an intern, working in
and with our House Public Works Com-
mittee, since last Jaunary, under my
sponsorship.

His keen, diligent, and thorough in-
vestigation into our American system of
federal government, particularly our
Congress, reveals his own governmental
background and his report is largely a
comparison between the parliamentary
system of Pakistan and our system. In
the belief that my colleagues will get
both profit and pleasure, as well as some
flattery, from this report to be made to
the Pakistan Assembly, I ask permission
for its inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD:

THE U.S, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AS SEEN
BY A CONGRESSIONAL FELLOW
(By A. K. M. Faiz, Deputy Secretary, National
Assembly of Pakistan)
The vastness and unique features of any

study of the Practices and Procedures of the
United BStates Con cannot be better

stated than by quoting the inimitable words

of Woodrow Wilson in his *“Congressional
Government."”

“Like a vast picture thronged with figures
of equal prominence and crowded with elab-
orate and obstrusive detalls, Congress is
hard to see satisfactorily and appreciatively
at a single view and from a single stand-
point. Its complicated forms and diversified
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structure confuse the vision and conceal the
system which underlies its composition. It
is too complex to be understood without an
effort, without a careful and systematic proc-
ess of analysis. Consequently, very few peo-
ple do understand i, and its doors are prac-
tically shut against the comprehension of
the public at large. If Congress had a few
authorative leaders whose figures were very
distinct and very consplcuous to the eye of
the world, and who could represent and stand
for the national legislature In the thoughts
of their very numerous, and withal very re-
spectable class of persons who must think
specifically and in concrete forms when they
think at all, those persons who can make
something out of men but very little out of
intangible generalizations, it would be quite
within the region of possibilities for the ma-
jority of the nation to follow the course of
legislation without any very serlous confu-
sion of thought.”

I felt how true Wilson was when I at-
tended the first few sittings of the January-
1966 session of the House of Representatives
with its time-killing roll calls by name at a
time when the push-button system could
have made them a matter of a few seconds;
too quick disposal of bills and resolutions
in the House with liberty (subject, of course,
to unanimous consent of the House, which
is generally granted); to extend even un-
related remarks to form part of the Con-
GRESSIONAL Recorp. I could, however, realize
shortly that these time-honored practices
had their justification, although they wo